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INTBOUUCTION 


Tina lioolc at! cmpts In t,ay plainly whal the ■working class move- 
ment of the world is striving for. 

Such general re-statements of socialism and communism 
become necessary from time to time. For socialism and com- 
munism ai-e living, growing concepts. Moreover, there are to-day 
special reasons for attempting to say exactly what socialism and 
communism are, and are not. Socialism has now been established 
in one of the major countries of the world. TIence a more positive, 
descriptive, constructive, and a less analytical, negative, and 
critical, approach to the subject is now possible. Formerly 
socialism existed only as a doctrine, a critique of things as they 
are, and an aspiration towards things as they might be. To-day 
it exists as the institutions of a great state. Before this incarna- 
tion the positive approach attempted in these pages was 
impossible; it would have led to no more than fantasy-building 
and dreaming. Then it ■w^os necessary to put almost all the 
emphasis on the analysis of capitalism,; now it is possible to shift 
the emphasis to the elucidation of socialism. 

But the capitalist fivc-sixtlis of the world also supply urgent 
reasons for making an attempt to rc-define the goal of socialists 
.and eomiiiuni.sls. In the highly developed capitalist empires, in 
Britain for example and to a lesser extent in America, there exist 
long-established movements, based upon the working class, 
which have the abolition of capitalism and the establishment of 
socialism as tlicir objective. These movements possess an 
enormous literature and a rich tradition of socialism. But some 
of the events of the last two decades have tended to blur the 
conception of socialism as the sole possible solution for the 
world’s present agony. By a tragic paradox, at the very moment 
when socialism has been securely established on the face of the 
earth for the first time in history, and when the conditions of 
human life in the rest of the world cry aloud for the socialist 
solution, some of the oldest and most powerful socialist move- 
ments, such as the British, have allowed themselves to become 
confused, to lose direction and so to dacken their efforts to 
produce a living realization of the necessity of social change 
in the minds of men . 
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The causes of tliis extraordinary event will be diseussed in the 
concluding pages of this hook. In the case of the British move- 
ment they are not far to seek. The British labour and socialist 
movement has suffered severe defeats in the last fifteen years 
because its comprehension of both the socialist objective and of 
the methods necessary to social change was inadequate. This in- 
adequacy resulted in an attempt to go forward towards socialism 
along a road which could only lead, and which did lead, to tempo- 
rary defeat. But already it is clear that the effect of the set backs 
to the British labour movement which culminated in the political 
defeat of 1981 could not, in contemporary conditions, last long. 
In 1848 the defeat of Chartism, which was the first wave of 
British working class revolt against capitalism, set our move- 
ment back by nearly fifty years; the equally severe defeats of 
1026 and 1931 could delay the rising of the tide by a decade 
at most. For the tide of British worldng class resistance to 
capitalism is once more rising. But what is not yet decided is the 
vital question of the degree of political and economic clarity to 
which the British workers will attain in this new phase of their 
centhiy-old struggle. They can only win if this time not only the 
leaders, but every active member of the British worldng class 
movement, attains to a higher consciousness of the goal for 
which he is struggling, and of the necessary methods of struggle. 

There has appeared in the last five years in Britain a quite 
imprecedented volume of literature, both in books and in 
periodicals, aiming at the achievement of this higher level of 
political consciousness and clarity in the working class move- 
ment, This literaturp is symptomatic of the fact that the events 
of the last fifteen years have not been in vain. Now that once 
again life itself is forcing the British workers to feel that socialism 
is thett only way out, they are coming to realize also the need for 
the adoption of new methods and new principles of political 
struggle. And this is doubly necessary. For not only did the old 
methods prove totally inadequate but also^thc new wave of 
working class activity is rising in conditions which are far more 
complex and far more stormy than any which have ever before 
faced our mcvmeut. The first aim of this book is to make a 
'contribution to the creation of that sharp, clehr, passionate 
rCftliaatjon both of what socialism is and of how it mav be 
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f'stal)lislied, without which the British working class movement 
cannot triumph in the struggles that lie before it. 

In America the situation is very different. There the economic 
and social forces capable of creating a working class movement 
determined on the abolition of capitalism and the establishment 
of socialism only came to maturity with the 1929 crisis. But 
already such a movement is beginning to take shape. That 
America will possess, within the next decade, a powerful labour 
movement is not in doubt. Moreover, that movement will almost 
certainly be in some sense and degree anti-capitalist and pro- 
socialist. But what is not decided, and what is all-important^ is 
the quality of the socialism of the coming American labour 
movement. Hence in America, even more than in Britain, though 
for different reasons, the need of the hour is the unceasing 
definition, re-statement and popularization of the basic prin- 
ciples of socialism and co mmun i sm. The second, and equally 
important, purpose of this book is to make a contribution to this 
work. 

In this connection it may be well to define at the outset how 
the words socialism and com m u n ism arc used in these pages. 
For the history of both the working class movement and of the 
social science w’hich that movement has evolved out of its 
struggles may be unfamiliar to some readers. Throughout the 
last century Marx and Engels used the words socialism and 
communism almost indifferently. Moreover, up till lOl'? Lenin 
referred to himself as a Socialist or Social Democrat. It was not 
until the April of that year that he proposed to change the name 
of the Party which he led. He made his proposal in these words : 
“ I am coming to the last point, the name of our party. We must 
call ourselves the Communist party — just as Marx and Engels 
called themselves Commimists. . . . Mankind can pass directly 
from Capitalism only into Socialism, i.e. into social ownership of 
the means of production and the distribution of products accord- 
ing to the work of the individual. Our party looks farther ahead 
than that: Socialism k bound sooner or later to ripen into 
Communism, whose banner bears the motto, ‘ From each 
according to his ability, to each according to his needs.* ” (The 
“ April Theses.”) 

Socialism and communism are exactly defined in Chapter XI 
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of this book. But already the reader will see that J..cniu sLates 
that communists are persons who work for the esLublishnicnt of 
socialism and that they call themselves communists rather than 
socialists for certain historical reasons, and also because they 
look forward to a state of human society beyond socialism for 
which they reserve the word communism. 

It is true, however, that there are important diflcrenecs within 
the working class movement as to the proper methods, policies, 
and forms of organization by means of which capitalism may be 
replaced by socialism. These differences are discussed in the 
latter part of this book. 

The problems with which this book attempts to grapple seem 
to me to be worthy of the attention not only of the British and 
American workers but also of those whose economic existence is 
relatively satisfactory. For some of this fortunate minority such 
questions as the comparative merits of economic systems, based 
respectively on production for profit and production for use, may 
seem remote from the daily business of tbeir hives. But they are 
not. Those of us to whom fate has been comparatively kind 
would like to ignore these problems, for they put into question 
the very foundations of our contemporary society. We inevitably 
long to be allowed to lead our own personal lives against the 
background of a society which, however imperfect, is at any rate 
stable. But the society in which we live is not stable. We can no 
more escape its perturbations by refusing to take part in the 
social struggles of our times, than a frightened passenger can 
escape from a shipwreck by locking himself up in his cabin. 

Thus ever-increasing numbers of relatively well-circumstanced 
men and women are now finding themselves impelled to examine 
the basis of contemporary Society. A growing number of them 
are beginning to find that they cannot live lives which yield them 
an adeq^uate degree of either mental or physical satisfaction in 
the existing world. Amongst the economically privileged there 
are, as there always have been, men^rand women who find it 
impossible to bear in silent complacency the sufferings, which 
they now see to be totally unnecessary, of by far the greater 
number of thdr fellow men. But it is the peculiar characteristic 
of our llmos that the property-owning membeaa pf society are 



INTRODUCTION 


11 


themselves beginning to experience the effects of a contracting 
economic system. 

In Britain and America the greater number of them have as 
yet maintained their incomes fairly well. But to an ever-increas- 
hig extent they find, and will find, that there are no constructive 
tasks left for them within the framework of capitalism. They 
wiU find that no longer can they, as did the fathers and grand- 
fathers of the contemporary capitalist class, create both a 
forfcime for themselves and some major productive enterprise 
(some new railway, some great plant, or the lilce) for the com- 
munity. For the remaining roads to wealth lie increasingly 
through a mere manipulation of the ownership of existing enter- 
prises, the merging of companies, the pushing of s bodes, the 
shuffling and reshuffling of shares. Gambling, and the cheating 
which always goes with it, become more and more the essential 
occupations of the top layer of contemporary society. To such 
lengths has this prostitution of the older types of economic 
incentive now gone that the foremost theorists of the capitalist 
world are themselves profoundly disturbed by it. Mr, Maynard 
Keynes in his mdst recent book,i for example, complains that 
“ the capital development of a country ” has become the “ by- 
product of the activities of a casino.” 

Morevoer, even in these purely financial fields, as well as in 
productive industry and in Imperial government, the positions 
of power tend more and more to become hereditary. The 
directors’ sons, and sons-in-law, and nephews, fill the avenues to 
promotion. They sit in the Parliaments, the bank parlours, the 
managing directors’ rooms, and in the headquarters staffs of the 
imperial apparatus pf administration and coercion. Capitfdist 
imperialism ossifies. With every decade the order of its hierarchy 
comes to have less and less relation to merit. The able serve the 
dull. The insensitive, the foolish, and the brutal command; the 
intelligent and the humane obey. 

It is true that in the vast apparatus of the British and Amer- 
ican systems many relatively important posts are still open to 
the claims of talent. Thousands of able architects, scientistB, 
doctors, and civil servants are still employed on interesting and 
apparently constructive tasks by the great corporations and by 

1 1'ht Generai Thiory 0 / Employment, Inlereet and Money. 
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the governmental agencies. And as yet many of these fortunate 
men and -women feel satisfied with their work. But one by one 
even these workers will be unable to prevent themselves from 
realizing that the deeay of the economic system within which 
they work is bringing to naught, or turning to -vile uses, their 
most brilliant and devoted activities. 

The frustration of the contemporary scientist, liOAvever well 
paid and well employed, is now a familiar theme. A notorious 
example is afforded by the chemist, bio-chemist, or physicist, 
who sees his work used more and more exclusively to perfect the 
technique of slaughter. But the technical inventor who produces 
a device which will enable a hundred men to produce the current 
supply of some article, where a thousand were required before, is 
in a similar case. For nothing is now more frequent than that the 
end result of hin invention should be no net increase in the 
wealth of the world, and the ruin, by unemployment and destitu- 
tion, of nine hundred of his fellow men. Or, again, the contempo- 
rary scientist, having developed some unquestionably useful 
device, may take it to market and may find a buyer; but his 
device is now often bought by some great Trust, not for use, but 
in order to prevent its use — so that existing plant and machinery 
may not be made obsolete. 

The young doctor often finds that at the end of his training 
he must buy the right to attend to the medical needs of the 
small class of persons who can afford to pay him. If he (or she) 
cannot afford to buy a practice, he may well be forced into 
idleness, surrounded by men and -women who suffer and die for 
lack of his services. For the in-visible restraints of the economic 
system bar the way between his skill and their suffering. Slowly 
but surely the intolerable irrationality of such an arrangement 
must break through the formidable conditioning to an acceptance 
of the -world as it is, which the young doctor (like every other 
young professional man) undergoes in the process of liis training. 

The situation of members of the other professions is in some 
ways less obyio\isly affected by their sotnal en-vironment. At cer- 
tain times and in certaiu places particular professions still enjoy 
periods of prosperity. In Britain, for example, the architectural 
professiati, after some years of severe depression, is now (1930) 
vraJl cmplqjred—rjust as -were the architects of America before 
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1029. But even in these periods of intermittent, if intense, 
activity the modern architect must surely sometimes experience 
disgust at the use to which his talents are put? For example, the 
American architects in the boom period often derived the utmost 
satisfaction from solving the technical problems presented by 
new types of buildings, such as the skyscraper. But, after all, the 
ultimate purpose of a building is to serve, not as an exercise in 
statics, but as a place in which to live or work. Hence the archi- 
tect must in the end be frustrated if his building remains for 
ever empty. 

Again, modern architects can, and do, produce elaborate and 
technically excellent plans for the rehousing of the population on 
modern standards. And as yet the majority of British and 
American architects suppose that this is a technical problem. 
They cannot conceive what co mmunis ts and socialists can mean 
when they say that the existing economic system makes the 
rehousing of the population economically and politically 
impossible. They believe that the fact that capitalism has never 
yet anywhere been able to undertake such an enterprise, and 
that the soviets, in spite of their inferior technical and material 
resources, actually are doing so, must be due to some peculiar 
accident. And yet in this field, too, the sheer force of experience 
win in the end drive one architect after another to look into the 
question of whether the frustration of the purpose of a growing 
proportion of his work is no accident, but an inherent and 
predicable effect of the existing social and economic system. 

Another category of intellectual workers whose devotion to 
and enthusiasm for their work attest their earnest sense of its 
social importance are the teachers. And no doubt many British 
and American teachers stiU feel that tliey can constructively 
contribute to human welfare. This introduction is written soon 
after the series of teachers’ conferences which are held in Britain 
during the Easter holidays. In the 1980 conferences teacher after 
teacher from the great distressed areas of Britain ro.se to report 
that their pupils were too undernourished to leam much.^ (In 
America during recent years there have been states and cities — os, 
for instance, Chicago — ^where the teacher was as hungry as the 
pupil; for during many months they received no pay.) It must 
1 See p. S28 toi llgutes upon this point. 
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surely begin to occur to the teaching profession that the firs I 
thing which it is necessary for us, and for them, to learn is how 
to arrange our economic life in such a way that we do not keep 
our children’s minds in the numbness of semi-starvation. 

In a very few, and relatively very small, fields of human 
activity (of which the book publishing trade is a good example) 
the able and enterprising, if they are equipped with or can com- 
mand the necessary capital, can still find their way to success and 
independence in free competition with their fellows. How rela- 
tively narrow those remaining fields of genuinely competitive 
endeavour now are can only be envisaged by recalling that once 
the whole field was of this chai'actcr. Once it was true that for 
those who had, or could obtain access to, a relatively moderate 
sum of capital (but only for them) there were great opportunities 
of independent success. But in one sphere after another the 
process of trustification and monopolization has gone forward. 

It is true that the great privately owned corporations in 
banldng, industry, commerce, and newspaper publication, 
which have now largely taken the place of the freely competing 
individual firms, offer young men attractive careers as their 
officers. But these are the careers of well-paid subordinates. The 
ownership and control remain in the hands of a more and more 
hereditary hierarchy of families. The broad purposes of these 
controlling families cannot be even questioned by the best paid 
employee. If they should be anti-social, he will be as powerless to 
affect them as the worker at the bench. 

The higher officers of the state form another large group of 
relatively well-paid and secure workers. Such skiUed civil servants 
may, and often do, feel that they are performing an invaluable 
function. A British civil servant may help to build up a system of 
unemployment insurance administration which undeniably saves 
whole districts fi:om starvation. He may, and often does, derive 
great satisfaction from such work. But in. the end the fact that 
the decay of the present economic system has alone produced 
the irrai^nal problem of unemployment, which he spends his life 
in alleviatmg, sheuld penetrate to his consedox^sness. Or, again, 
the imperial administrator may help to operate, oft^ with 
devoted labours, the administrative machine which maintains 
psaee and order in a ^b-doritinent. Many Indian civil servants 
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have up Lill now felt satisfied by such a life work. But can they 
ultimately fail to notice that the net effect of their work for the 
Indian people has been a steady, and now steep, decline in the 
Indian standard of life ? 

The truth is that a contracting economic system brings to 
naught the best efforts of every type of intellectual worker. If 
society is confined within ever narrower limits ; if the opportuni- 
ties for constructive work grow more and more meagre, then the 
community must needs show those dreadful symptoms of decay 
which Shakespeare catalogued in his sixty-sixth sonnet : 

And mi made tongxie-ticd bij aulhoriiij, 

And Jolly— doctor like — conii oiling el ill, 

And dmiile truth miscalled simplicity. 

And captive good attending captain ill. 

The frustrations of our epoch, although not yet universal, are 
growing. Of those who already experience them, communists 
and socialists ask only that they should not rest till they have 
satisfied themselves as to their cause. Of those who can still feel 
that their work is fruitful, wc ask them only to notice the predic- 
tion that sooner or later their province, too, will he invaded by 
the symptoms of social decay. They may not believe us now. 
But we believe that experience can, and will, convince them. 

Moreover, over us all, the employed and the unemployed, 
the prosperous and tlie destitute, there now hangs the prospect 
of war. This prospect as it advances raiist tend to prevent all 
constructive effort. For why should we build targets for the 
bombs, prevent the tubercle bacillus from destro3dng lungs 
destined for the poison gas, or administer with sterling probity 
the affairs of a city which may soon be uninhabited ? If men 
do not succeed in realizing that there is an alternative social 
order ready for their construction, they will despair when they 
realize the general frustration which is involved in the decay 
of the present order. If the best men and women of every class 
would save themselves from this despair, and from the personal 
degeneration which such despair brings with it, they must turn 
their attention to social science. For a science of society has 
now been evolved which can enable us to be rid of capitalism, 
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and llicn to lay down social foundations upon which oonstnic- 
tive work for the individual will once more be possible. 

The best men and women, of every class in Britain and 
America will come to the conclusion that they cannot find a 
worthy purpose for their lives except by participation in the 
organized movement to change the world. 



Part I 

THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM 




CUAVTKlt 1 


Capitalist Production for Profit 

The economic and social system under which the British and 
American people now live is commonly called capitalism. (^By 
this word capitalism we mean an economic system under which j 
the fields, factories and mines are owned by individuals and! 
groups of individuals. These means of production, as they are 
called, are worked by those who do not own them, for the profit 
of those who do^ Under capitalism it is profit malcing, not love, 

I hat makes the world go round. For (it is the expectation of 
malting a profit which induces tho.se who own the above means 
of production to permit them to be used.^ 

(But profit maldng is not only the incentive, it is also the 
regulator of capitalist production^ Under capitalism it is not 
only the object, it is the very condition, of production that a 
profit should result. Those things, that is to say, which wiU 
yogld a pr ofit can a nd be prddatie d, "VuTiHo'se thvngsI^Eie. 
^or ^anybody who produces things whidh^dFnot, either directly 
or indirectly, yield a profit will sooner or later go bankrupt, 
lose his ownership of the means of production, and so cease 
to be an independent produce^ Capitalism, in other words, 
uses profitability as the criterion, or test, of whether or, not 
any given thing should be produced, and, if so, of how much 
o'f it should be produced. 

Now tbe test of profitability ensures that those things, and 
only those things, for which there is demand shall be produced. 
Profit is, as it were, a magnet which draws production after 
demand. For(it is. profitable to produce those things for which 
there is a demand, and unprofitable to produce those things for 
which there is no demand.^ / 

But t ilings are nob either in demand or not in deman d, 
demand for them varies in strength. Under capitalism it will 
be profitable to produce more and more of those things for 
which there is an increasing demand, and less and less of those 
things for which there is a decreasing demand.jThus our productive 

1 Whence demand cornea, snd whether It is not largely created by the pro- 
ducers themselves, is another matter, and one Which Uie esiponents of capital- 
iam have somewhat neglected. 
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resouxces are continually being pulled by the magnet of profit 
towards the produotioiv of those things for which there is an 
increasing demand, and away fioro the production of those 
things for which there is a diminishing demand. *) 

This is how the capitalist system works. The question is, 
Does it work well or badly? You would certainly suppose, would 
you not, that such a system as this would work exceedingly well ? 
It seems to eontainin this ingenious device offdrawing production 
after demand by the magnet of profit a method of ensuring that 
all our productive resources should be used to the very best 
possible advantage)Andbhis is justwhat admirers of the capitalist 
system claim for it. They claim that under it just those goods 
and services which most people most want, and no others, are 
bound to get produced. And they claim that no other economic 
system could possibly produce a more desirable result than this. 


Why, then, do communists and socialists wish to abolish 
capitalism ? We wish to do so because we have been ijnable to 
avoid noticing that capitalism does not give the above admirable 
result. The goods which most people most want are not produced. 
In contemporary Britain and America(goods and services for the 
lack of which many millions of persons slowly perish^ are not 
produced, and, instead, goods which only a few people want, 
and which they want only a little, are produced^ For example, 
it is to-day unprofitable to produce the additional bread, meat, 
milk, clothes, and houses which millions of British and American 
citizens desperately need.* But it is profitable to produce the 
fooM^ luxuries desired by a handful of the very rich. Inevitably, 
theii,i(so long as Ve continue to regulate our production, by the 
principle of profitability, the luxuries are, and the necessaries 
ajie blit, p!toduced.^We say that there must be something wronig 
an eoonomio system which gives results like that. We oaU 
fthfe ieistdit of tsontampojrary capitalism a gigantic, and very 
ogbroduetjon. 

^^la5^«arI (H^itall^nOw feonj thn® to time prpdd^as substan- 
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^Such abominable absurdities as the deliberate destruction of 
food, when very many people are undernourished, )to which it 
periodically leads, strilce people very forcibly and have been 
responsible for making many people feel that something must 
be wrong with capitalism. 

C But, as a matter of fact, this dramatic type of breakdown is a 
less serious matter than is capitalism’s now chronic inability 
to allow many of us to produce anything at all.J The extent to 
which the British and Amei'ican people are now unable to use 
their productive resources varies greatly from year to year and 
from place to place. In 1929, for example, the American people 
probably used their productive resources to the fullest extent 
that any people have ever been able to do under the capitalist 
system. But a careful surveyi has since been made, by a number 
of conservatively minded American economists and statisticians, 
of what was the actual capacity of the American people to 
^ proj^uce, both in that year and subsequently. They estimate that 
in 1929 the American people used their productive resources 
to 81 per cent of their capacity. And in the immediately following 
years they used them to under 50 per cent of their capacity) Now 
m these latter years (1980-81-82-83) the American capitalist 
system was working about as abnormally badly as it was working 
abnormally well in 1929. So we may say that the American 
people are nowadays never able to use somewhere between 19 
and 50 per cent of their productive resources.) 

I do not know of any comparable figures for Britain. But the 
level of British unemployment gives us some idea of the extent 
of Britain’s unused productive resources. Judging by this, and 
by some other indications, we may guess that the British people 
have never since the war been able to use as much (81 per 
cent) of their productive resources as the American people used 
in 1929, and have never been reduced to using so httle of them 
(60 per cent) as the Americans used in 1981-82. Probably the 
average proportion of available productive resources actually' 
used, calculated over a number of years, would not work out 
very differently for the two corurtriiis. , 
j !|h any case, what is the Jteaoentagfe of our produotiver 

by Sts (fabllshcd 
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resources which we cannot at present use at all is not the im- 
portant question. The point is that this proportion has long been, 
and is now, substantial. For this means that wc now lack all the 
goods and services which these idle resources could and would 
have produced, if we had used them) The British and American 
men and machines which have stood idle, and which now stand 
idle, could have produced those houses, that food, those clothes, 
those educational facilities, those medical services, etc., etc., 
for the lack of which either we, or the people whom we see 
around us, aie at this moment suffering so bitterly. 

Thus xvfystfi is tn-tlny t.hpi m ost-styilring n f all the characteristic s 
o f capitalism . The waste which has resulted from our failure 
to use at all many of our resources of production is cumulative 
and has now become almost immeasurable in both Britain and 
America. We are accustomed to think of it chiefly in terms of 
the waste of our available supply of labour, and to call it the 
problem of unemployment. And, ti-uly, the waste which results 
from keeping between ten and twenty milKon British and 
American [workers, many of them capable and industrious, in 
enforced i^eness is the very worst part of the business. For this, 
waste results, not only in the loss of the goods which the un- 
employed would have produced had they been permitted to 
work; it also results in their own slow torture by destitution, 
•frustration, and social hunoiliatio]^ 

These are the reasons why we say that although the British 
and American capitalist systems of production stiU work, yet 
;they work in a way intolerable alike from its injustice and its 
waste. For under them not only do many hundreds of thousands 
of us Briti^ and American citizens work hard aU day and every 
day to satisfy the foolii^ whims of the rich, while no one is 
allowed to work at producing the additional foodi olothes, 
houses and the like which hy far the greater nmnber of us 
UPgentify need; butj wdrse stUl, some ten to twenty millions of 
Ns di® jyremitBd from, working and producing at all 
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mhabitants of niauy of the caintalwt btatcs of the world, such 
as Poland, Italy, Austria, and many more, can hardly he exagge- 
rated. A famous capitalist economist, ^ohn Stuart Mill, suggested 
that the capitalist use of the marvellous inventions of science 
had not lightened the toil of a single labourer by a single hour. In 
the case of most contemporary states we may add that neither 
has it put another yard of cloth on to the backs, nor a piece 
of bread into the mouths, of the greater part of the populatiouj) 
Moreover, even in Britain and America, the two richest capitalist 
countries of the world, the mass of the populaiion is much 
poorer than wc arc aceuslomed to suppose. In Great Britain, 
which is at the moment (1936) probably the richer and more 
prosperous of the two, two-thirds of the poptilation have in- 
comes averaging £25 per head per year.i It will always remain 
impossible for those of us whose incomes are of a di ff erent order 
of magnitude to imagine what this degree of poverty means in 
terms of the restriction, embitterment, and stunting of the 
possibilities of human life. But at any rate we can all grasp this 
essential fact: t7ie ocean of human suffering involved in such 
poverty is now totally unnecessary. It_ia-a-*esult, not of an in- 
ability to produce an adequate supply of goods and services, 
but of .the failime of our existing economic syst em. For that 

i Accoidlnff to a cafculutioa made by a wcU-known statistician and economist, 
&Ir. O. R. Habson, and published in Lloyds Bank Monthly Reoieoi for July 1984. 
This means, the teadcr will observe, that a family of four will have on income of 
£100 a year or just under £2 a week. As Mr. Hobson's conclumon is startling, 
it may be well to gnote his calculation in bill. 

'* The National Income of Gieat Britain and Northern Ireland is estimated 
at about £3,400,000,000, equivalent to £74 per bead of the population, a Sguie 
which does not suggest that the danger of inconveniently large produptiem is 
very Imminent. But of this £3,400,000,000, about £2,660,000,000 represents 
inoome belongina to Income tax payers— for this is the amount of ' actual 
mcome ’ assessed to income tax In 1082-88, and the ‘ actual income ' dguie of 
the CommisMoneis of Inland Revenoe has been shown by Professor Bowiey and 
Sir Jobiah Stamp to be very close to that part of the ' National Income which 
accrues to the Income lax paying class,* Thus the aggregate income of the class 
belW the income tax exemption hinit (£100 osseasabte ineorna, equivalent to 
,£126 earned income) waa, say, £860.000,000- Now the total number of income 
tax payers in 1082-88 was 8,600,000, and if we assofne that SaOh of these has, on 
the average, two-and-a-half dependmta, we arrive at the flgdre of 12,260,0(10 as 
the number of persons in the ' inoome tox paying edass.’ SuhtmettOn fNftn the 
total population of 46,000,000 thjerefore mvea trie nmbw of persoiv) whose 
incomes are bi^w the eKempiion hWt 88^,760,000. Hlvldlngtbis last figure 
into the restdoid Income of £850,0(10,00$ ■'•ft have a hgnr^ of approitoabtl} £86 
ais the avmage annual inoome bhr eapitai nou-htoome ta» t>ay>0£ oWisM*’' 

BntseeC^^eiXXVIfbramoredetailediatiiciisilloiil bfthe;(ttesent a|^ai(d of 
hie of the BUbab people. 
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system does not allow us to use one part of our productive 
resources at all, and so misdirects the use of the other part that 
it largely fails to satisfy human needs. 

The simple truth is that general plenty and security arc now 
possible in both Britain and America. It is not, I think, possible 
to foretell with scientific accuracy exactly what standard of life 
the British and American people could provide themselves with 
if they used their productive resources continuously for the 
prurpose of the satisfaction of their needs in the order of their 
urgency. We do now possess, however, in the case of America, 
an interesting estimate on just this point. In the year 1984 the 
Government of the United States of America appointed a 
Committee to enquire into the capacity of American industry 
and agriculture to produce goods and services. In February 1935 
this Committee issued its report.^ It fownd that every family of 
four persons could provide itself with an income o/'$4,400 {about 
£915) a year, at 1929 prices, if America's prodmtive resources 
were used to the full and their product equally divided between all 
families.^ 

In the next chapter we shall discuss the extent to which this 
estimate is true — or rather, we shall discuss the conditions under 
which it is alone true. Speaking very broadly, however, this 
estimate is true. All sorts of circumstances, foreseeable and un- 
foreseeable, might affect in one way or another the exact level 
of the standard of life wth which the British and American 
people could provide themselves.* But what we are concerned 
with is not the exact figure arrived at — £915, or £1,000, or £700 a 
yeaiv^s the income now possible for all American families of 
four persons. What we are concerned with is the broad fact 
that ^e peoples 'of such highly developed countries as Britain 
and America could unquestionably now provide themselves wit^ 
secure incomes of this order of magnitude — ^with^the type of 
inoom^ now enjoyed by the middle sections of the professional 


'Xhia wSs the pxeliaditaiy report issued under the title of The Chart <tf Plenty 
fVilCjng' New York City), inueU by the National Survqr of Potential 
Prdduw Ca|)nei<7i 

nda for larger and amallei fktnIUes. 

wmtS ei^ttfnate hrj however, the mmlt of a detailed, thorough, and 
ipvMgttfidn vinifertaketa by & lawe teton of able huaerican Btallsia«dan$ 
^ lit dan^ be hrutbed swdde, aa every oapltallat apolo^ 


g, fuww JMunvn*. Av uamwii loe onunea aaioe, an every capitaueb apoio* 

r Dxhah It aside, except by odfics who iuve undertaken a 
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classe^ We are concerned with the fact that this conclusion 
cannot now be denied by anyone who takes the trouble to in- 
vestigate the extent and nature of our available productive 
resources. 

Let us pause a moment upon this question. General plenty, an 
average level of income for aU families, of the order of magnitude 
of from £700 to £l,000ayear,^ instead of from £75 to £200 a year, 
as at present, is now possible in all highly developed countries.® 
We cannot know what would be the effect of this abolition 
of poverty. B ut we do know t hat it w”’iH >»mT1flP 

lifA 

Unnecessary destitution is not the only disastrous effect 

produced upon us by the malfunctioning of capitalism. Almost 

more than plenty itself, t he peopl e of Britain and America desir e 

s ecuri ty, ^heir lives are dominated even more by thefearofwant 

than by want itself. The people of Britain and America, with the 

exception of the very small minority of the securely rich, and of 

the larger minority of the actually and presently destitute, live 

under the more or less imminent, and always awful, threat of 

destitution. The way in which we now organize our economic 

1 Agun, less foi families of under four persons, and mote for families of over 
four persons. 

3 It may be suggested that tbe attainable level would be much lower in Great 
Britain tban in America. In the absence of any statistical survey comparable to 
tike above-mentioned Amerioan report it is impossible to do more than speculate 
as to what a British estimate would work out at. I am inclined to think, how- 
ever, that net British productive capatdty Is nearer the American level than is 
often supposed. An experienced Cambridge economist makes the foUowing 
estimate of the unused productive resources at present available to the British 
people : 

** It seems hard to b<dicvc that the total reserves whicdi coidd be speedily 
drawn upon could be less than between 80 and 40 per cent. It mi^t even prove 
to be considerably more. Bven if we tske oiu very cautious minunum flmre of 
30 per cent this would mean a potentUl increase of production equivalent to 
something in the neighbourhood of £1,000 milhons, or an addition of something 
in the nature of 10a. per week to every worlring dess man and woman and duld, 
or on additional income of some £70 a year to every wage-caincr and sniaU- 
salary earner.” CBritain Wit/iotd Ct^Ualhls. Martin Lawrence.) 

The reader wUl notice, however, that this calculation is not comparable with 
the American calculation, fof it Mlows for no redistiibution of income from the 
richer third of the British population. Moreover, as we shall discover in the nest 
chapter, the two estimates proceed ttoxa fundamentally different piemises. The 
British estimate is comparable with another American estimate mode by the 
aforementioned Biooltings Institution. It is incomparable wiUi the National 
Surv^ nf Potential Froouct Capadty, fn that this later esthuate alone nllcwed 
tot the consdous reaUotment o f factors of production having alternative use8,i.e. 
planning. But see Chapter II, 
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life results in an extraordinary, and now e\'er-mcrca&ing, degree 
of instability and insecurity for the whole population. Those 
who live on the weekly wages paid by industry, the smaller, 
independent, owner-producers, such as the farmers, and the 
professional workers of all kinds, have tliis at least in common : 
they all live under the fear of the disappearance of their liveli- 
hoods. And substantial numbers of them do continually suffer 
this terrifying loss. For the violent and unpredictable fluctua- 
tions of trade which now more and more charaberize our economic 
system fling about and ^capsize their little enterprises as row- 
boats are tossed by the Atlantic^ 

The loss of a man’s livelihood, although it does not in con- 
temporary Britain and America usually involve his family in 
actual starvation, docs usually render it destitute. In Britain 
and America the millions of the destitute arc fed, and to some 
extent clothed. But its amount, the uncertainty of its receipt, 
and the onerous restrictions which it carries with it, prevent 
the relief which is given them from effectively mitigating the 
fate of those who lose their opportunity to work and earn. 
(They do not, for the most part, quickly die; but their lives 
become so miserable that the dread of this fate is to-day the 
haunting companion of almost everyone outside the small 
class of the securely ric^ 

Our psychologists should, but do not, inform us of what is 
the effect upon the psychological stability of our communities 
of thus keeping the greater part of the population in anxiety 
for their very livelihoods. The larger part of mankind is thereby 
reduced^„to a condition of terrible, childish helplessness. ^Con- 
temporary man fears, and has good reason lo fear, social forces 
which he does not comprehend, far less control. The mediffival 
peasant, the savage huntsman even, laiew no such helpless 
insecurity. They hod to contend with the drought, the flood, and 
the storm; but the forces of nature were kinder than the forces of 
man. ^ 

Whimever of the other ills of men are inevitable, this extra- 
ordinary economic insecrurity is needless. The proposition that 
yre ooTiId an now provide ourselves with plenty is disputable (it 
at any rate, sometimes deputed). Or, to put the matter more 
the particular standard of life which our existing means 
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of produetion would make it possible for us all to enjoy, if we 
used them to the full, is disputable. But what is not disputable 
is that^we could use our existing means of production to give 
us all some definite, stable, and secure standard of hf^ There 
can be no necessity for the sickening oscillations of our present 
economic system. There can be no necessity suddenly to leave 
great parts of our productive apparatus idle, and many millions 
of ourselves unemployed and destitute. 

It is true, however, that the inability of capitalism to realise 
the dazzling possiblities of plenty and security which are now 
open to the British and American peoples is not, and never will 
be, an efficient cause for their abandonment of that economic 
system. We live in poverty and fear when we could live in 
plenty and seemiLy. But this is not in itself enough to make us 
act. 

The true alternative which faces us, however, is not one of 
continuing in our present conditions, or achieving much superior 
ones. The truth is that we roust attain security and plenty or 
suffer the rapid growth of every form of that fear and destitution 
which already ruin the lives of so many of us. For (the existing 
evils of our societies are the result of certain features of the 
capitalist, system which cannot be eradicated, but which must, 
on the contrary, grow more and more pronounced. Moreover, 
it is in the nature of capitalism to produce, not only unnecessary 
poverty and insecurity, but alM certain other and far more 
rapidly disastrous coiuiequences.flfc is of the nature of capitalism 
to produce civil conflict and urteniationEil waxyCommunists 
and socialists propose, then, thatl/we should rid ourselves of 
capitalism, not merely because it denies us a now plainly attain- 
able plenty and security, but more especially because it is now 
visibly about to destroy us in the social and international 
viqjence which it generates,} 

But is there an alternative to capitalism ? 
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We cannot reject capitalism unless we have some effective 
snhstifciite to put in its place. Unless it can be shown that a 
workable alternative exists, denunciations of the evils of capital- 
ism are vain and empty. 

For every society must possess some way of organizing its 
economic life. If there were no practicable alternative we should 
have to put up with the existing way, no matter how unjust, 
how wasteful, and how finally catastrophic were its results, 
llcnce before we go on to discuss the political and social systems, 
and the cultural and ethical values, associated respectively with 
capitalism and socialism, we must give a clear account of the 
I economic ground plan of a socialist society. For “ human beings 
; must first of aU eat, drink, shelter and clothe themselves before 
they can turn their attention to politics, science, art and re- 
^ligion.”! Thus we shall have to plunge at once into questions 
of economics. For not imtil these questions have been given 
satisfactory and convincing answers can we go on to a descrip- 
tion of the whole structure of socialist society. 

^ The essential economic problem of socialism is this. If we 
are not to settle the question of what gqgjd^’ what Quantities 

of goods, are to be produced, by producing only those which 
yield a profit, how are we to settle it ? For settled it must b^. 

If we reject the self-acting mechanism of profitability, as too 
unjust and too wasteful, we must find some other mechanism of 
regulation. The sole alternative method by which complex, 
highly developed, economic systems such as those of Britain 
and America can be regulated is by means of the deliberate 
decisions of some central body as to what goods, and bow many 
of each of them, shall be produced.* The organization of pro^uc- 

Engels' speech beside the graye at Aloix. 

* A jbdtiue to lealize that the provision of some regulating prindple is a neces- 
sity for every peoductive system Is the bBsio defecst of all the various credit and 
eurteney reform schmnes for abollsbing the evils of capitalism without abolishing 
,<»pitailnn itsdf. Su^ schemes all in one way or another destroy, or gravely 
imp^, the regulating principle that only wliat is profitable shall be produced, 
And Ml to arty other regulator, such ns that ptmded by the conscions plan- 
ning of prodaatiQn, in Hs place. iEbey ignore the fact that the imposition of the 
paaMty of fuss M mah^ things that are not in effective demand 1$ just as 
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tion by means of such conscious decisions is called a system of 
“ planned production for use.” This is the type of economic 
system now being built up in the Soviet Union. It is socialism.) 

The best way to define the principle upon which a socialist 
economic system works is not to discuss socialism in the abstract, 
but to describe a particular system of planned production for 
use, worked out for Britain or America, or some other such 
highly industrialized community.^ In Britain and America we 
still organize our economic life on the basis of the capitalist 
system of production for profit. But this does not make it impos- 
sible to prepare a survey, or catalogue, of the productive 
resources of either country and to estimate what results, in 
terms of quantities of goods and services, these resources would 
give us if they were used on the basis of planned production for 
use. And in the case of America such a draft economic plan has 
actually been made, although uninteniionally. It was made by 
the aforementioned authors of the National Survey of Potential 
Product Capacity, who came to the conclusion that every Ameri- 
can family of four might have an income of £915 a year. 

This group of American statisticians and economists set out 
with the limited pmpose of discovering what was the real produc- 
tive capacity of American industry and agriculture, without 
refereneq^to any particular economic system. Their enquiry was 
to be, they imagined, starictly technical and statistical. Nothing, 
surely, was farther from their thoughts, or from those of the 
American government when it appointed and financed them, 
than any idea of demonstrating how a planned economic system 
—how, in other words, socialism — ^would work in the United 
States of America ? And yet this is just what they did demon- 
strate. It will be worth our while to enquire how this misadven- 
ture occurred; to observe how the N.S.P.P.C. investigators were 

essential a part of the legulative mechanism of capitalism as is the provision of 
profit for the producer of things for whic^ tiicre is a, demand. These schemes, by 
making all production profitable, would destroy the one governor whioh the 
system possesses, and so would produce complete ohaos. 

1 We shall of course have a great deal to say about the Soviet economic system. 
Bui there is an objection to using it as our first example of a soelatisl economic 
system. For we are seeking for an alternative evonoime systeni for two of the 
most highly developed and industrialized countries in the world. It nmy he felt 
therefore fthoush incorrectly] that any ecemomio system whldt bos baBt 
up in the very mBhrent oondmons of the Soviet Uniim has only a remote relevance 
jfor Us. , 
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led on, by one problem raising another, to elaborate the ground 
plan of a socialist America. For by so doing we shall stumble, 
as they did, upon one after another of the economic problems 
involved in the establishment of a socialist econonuc system. 
Moreover, we shall not only raise these problems, but we shall 
see how they can be solved in practice. 

The authors of the N.S.P.P.C. report had been appointed by 
the American government in order to discover, we repeat, what 
was America’s total productive capacity. They interpreted these 
terms of reference to mean what was the capacity of the Ameri 
can productive system to satisfy the needs of the American 
people. This natmaUy involved ascertaining what the needs of 
the American people were. But that did not seem difficult. Li 
1083, when the investigation was started, the American people 
seemed to be short of a great many prime necessaries, such as 
food, clothes, and shelter. ^ 

Let us take the evatnplc of fihftH. eri 15 J million new dwellings 
were needed, it was estimated, to satisfy the American people’s 
need for shelter. The building of this number of dwellings would, 
to be more precise, enable every American family of four to 
have a home of from five to six rooms, equipped with modem 
conveniences. ^ It would be reasonable to build them, the report 
estimated, under a ten-year building progr|^mme (involving the 
erection of 1,550,000 dwellings a year),, But did the/e, or did 
there not, exist the productive resources necessary to enable 
the American people to build 1,660,000 dwellings a year ? Was 
there enough labour, ehough bricks, enough steel, enough power, 
enough of everything needed ? This question clearly involved 
another. Of cjiurse there were enough oP these produefave 
resources if none of them were used for any oth«f purpose. 
Clearly, however, some resources had to be used for other 
purposes. (You cannot divert the whole of a community’s 
available labo^ for example, to building dwellings. You will 
atsttVe if you Sufficient labour, sufficient steel, sufficient 
powelf, and st^ciant everything else, has to be left to satisfy 
all thfe coflttnppty’s other equally urgent needs— such as the 
•jjted far fbod^hd clothesn-and for that])natfc€ar, in practice, for 
txan^gport^ eduoawn, amusement and many other tliiings a^ well, ) 

1 aM nod (ii&aUer tuKtUeli. ' 
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So the question had to be icstated thus :[Would there be enough 
productive resoui’ces left over, after Hie other cqiially urgent needs 
of thet^mei icarf •people hud been satisfied^to enable them to buUd 
1,350,000 dwcUings a year for ten years ? And this question, in 
its turn, clearly depended on what you meant by “ equally 
urgent ’’ needs. How, in a word, was the question to be decided, 
as to what uses the Amei ican people' s pyodudive resources wme to 
be put — and who was to decide it ? For, when you come to think 
of it, most productive resources have alternative uses, (Sfou can 
use the labour of a given number of workers either to grow food 
or to build houses : you can use a given supply of copper either 
for domestic plumbing or for m aking locomotives. "You can use 
so many units of electrical enei'gy either to drive the machinery 
of a steel-mill or to light dwellings. But you cannot use any of 
these things for both pmposes ^•niulianeously^ 

Let us take a particular example. One of the productiv e 
resources needed for buildin g 1,550,000 dwellings a year is 
Bt raglurol ste el. Would there be, the N.S.P.P.C. authors en- 
quired, enough structural steel left over from other equally 
urgent work for the job ? At once we are led to ask ivhether aU 
the uses which actually were made of the available structural 
steel were os urgent as building dwellings. Now in 1929 a very 
high proportion of America’s output of structural steel was used 
to build skyscrapers, mainly intended for offices. And the 
authors of the N,S.P.P.C. report could not help noticing that 
what the American people seemed to need was not office sky- 
scrapers, but dwellings. A substantial proportion of the American 
people were (and still are) housed in the most wretched kinds of 
run-down, lumblc-down, insanitary and overcrowded slums and 
shacks. And on the other hand nothing was more notorious than 
that nobody needed more office accommodation. For a high 
proportion of the recently huRt skyscrapers stood empty, while 
those that had ffilcd up with tenants h^ done so by emptying 
the surrounding office accommodation of ihwrs. Yet in 1929 
most of America’s siaruetural steel was being used to build still 
more office skys^toefs. The authors pf the report found tlys 
situation very p^^lraar because they, like the rest of us, had been^ 
bibuiilit Up to b^eve that the fact that elective demand in 
!l 999 had been for office skyscrapers, and not for dwellings, was 
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ju’Oof tlial w]iat the ill-housed and ovcr-ofliced American people 
iruly wanted and needed were office skyscrapers, and not homos 
And this they lound incredible. 

Their next discovery was that even in Ihe boom year of 1929 
the American people only used their steel plants to some 84 per 
cent of their caiiacity. (In 1932 they used them to under 20 per 
cent of their capacity.) If, in 1929, the Americans had chosen 
to use their capacity to pioducc steel to the full, they would 
have been able to turn out, amongst other forms of steel, another 
8-7 million tons of structural steel. Hence tins question arose 
for the authors of the N.S.P.P.C. report. In calculating how much 
structural steel could bo made available for building dwellings, 
would you, or would you not, have to reckon that the American 
people would have allotted the same high proportion of this 
extra 8-7 million tons of the stuff, had they produced it, to 
building office skyscrapers ? 

If you followed the guidance of demand you would have to 
assume just that. But if you did so, not enough structural steel 
would be left over to build the 1,550,000 dwellings a year. The 
authors of the report foimd it impossible to believe that the 
American people’s real needs included a yearly output of even 
mare towers than had been built in 1929. Surely these had been 
enough, and too many 7 Why not, then, assume that if the 8 *7 
million tons extra of structural steel had been produced they 
could almost all have gone to building dwelling-houses 7 Why 
not indeed? The authors of the N.S.P.P.C. report made this 
assumption. It was one of the assumptions upon which they 
based their conclusion that every American family might have 
enjoyed that standard of life which was actually enjoyed by those 
families which bad incomes of $4,400 (£916) in 1929, (For that 
is another way of putting their main conclusion.) 

Now at first sight this action on the part of our ingenious 
authors may seem to have been innocent enough. But innocent it 
was not. For the assumption that almost all the extra structural 
steel which would have been produced by the capacity working 
of the American mills could have been used for building homes, 
inVDlVBd t|h:& i^onscioiis ^nd -delilip.ij'al-.ft reJmgnent of resources 
of jan^g ti pH between altbrnalive uses. Aim to do this is turn- 
te ari^ntU sjn. For it means bredking 
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irrevocably with the capitalist system^ the test of profiiabiliiy, and 
the self-adjusting mechanism which this lest provides. 

For see what our authors have taken upon themselves to do. 
They have decided that it would be better to use more of the 
available supply of steel for building dwellings, and less for 
building office skyscrapers. But the reputedly infallible indicator 
of demand showed that what the American people wanted was 
skyscrapers, not dwellings. Who made the authors of the 
N.S.P.P.C. report, the defenders of the capitalist system may 
object, into rulers and judges over us to say how we should or 
should not use our available supply of structural steel ? 

Moreover, these authors did not content themselves with 
reaUotting the available supply of structural steel as between 
skyscrapers and dwellings. For as soon as the capacity of the 
American people to provide themselves with food, clothing, motor 
cars, and a hundred other kinds of goods and services was investi- 
gated, it became apparent that U was impossible to say to what 
extent their needs could be satisfied, unless the invesligattyrs could 
decide, not only the productive capacity of America's basic indus- 
tries, but also what use was going to be made of the products of such 
basic industries. Accordingly, they reallotted all the extra supplies 
of raw nuiterials and semi-finished goods which the capacity 
working of America’s basic industries would have produced: 
they dotted these extra supplies, not in proportion to the uses 
which actually were made of such goods in 1929, but to other 
uses which the authors of the report thought more desirable. 

But how, we ask at once, did they decide what were the 
more, and what the less, desirable uses for these supplies ? They 
evidently worked on the assumption that(it was more desirable 
to use available supplies in the way which best satisfied visible 
and urgent human needs — such as the need for decent dwellings 
to live in: that it was less desirable to use them in a way that 
satisfied less urgent hTunan needs — such as the need to have 
towers to look atj But now we see that the authors of the report 
took upon themselves no less task than to decide upon the 
relative urgency of human needs — ^in plain lai»guage tp decide 
what people really wanted to have.) 

Before they had gone very far with their investij'ation they 
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needs of an American family. Then they worked back, through 
the productive system, and enquired whether or not there 
existed resources of production which could be used to supply the 
goods and services necessary to meet these needs. They came to 
the conclusion that such resources did ex ist. But some of these 
resources would have to be reallotted from their eansting uses, 
and used according to a plan. They would have to be used according 
to a plan which provided that the available raw materials and semi- 
finished products should be finally fabricated into the particular 
goods, and no others, which they had laid down in advance when they 
made aUt their family budget.^ 

Now when our intrepid authors compiled this budget of 
human needs, they did something which almost every economist 
of almost every^ritish and American University has declared 
to be impossible. It is quite impossible, say these authorities, 
to make any estimate of people’s real needs. The multiplicity 
of human needs^and the variety of human desires are so great, 
they continue, that it is quite impossible to foretell what people 
will n^ant, and so consciously to plan production in advance. 
The^only practicable procedure is our present one, namely, 
to allow people to express their wants by making money offers 
for particnl;^ goods and services, and then to allow production 
to adapt itself, by means of the pull of profit and the push of 
loss, to this ever-changing demand. If this method results in 
most of the community’s structural steel being used to build 
useless skyscrapers, so that millions of its citizens must con- 
tinue to live in slums; if it results in an important proportion 
of our productive resources not being used at all, so that we 
starve amidst potential plenty — ^well, this is unfortunate. But, 
say the economists, it cannot be helped. To cut across the free 
play of demand and supply involves attempting to dictate to 
people w^t they diould buy: it involves forcing them to buy 
what you think they ought to have, instead of what they really 
want, ^ 

:reade)? will see that if we apply this argument to our 

iln g^ral, imd not merely to the question of shelter, it 

^ At R mnUn of fact, they oaly xeallotted the extra lemi-ftnished products 
wfalcli womAhiirae eome Into betag had AmoHoa’a hasla Indnstaleg heati tued to 
any Qi;nuoio(u teallatment of fhotow U allowed, the principle 
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does not lack plausibility. It docs seem a rather arbitrary pro- 
ceeding to draw up a budget of food, clothing, housing, and 
everything else, for everybody, and say that these things, and 
consequently nothing else, shall be produced. 

And yet this is just what thf authors of the N.S.P.P.C. 
report found, greatly to Iheir surprise, no difficulty in doing. 
Here is their description of how they did it : 

(“ Strange as it may seem, it is easier to determine human 
needs than it is to determine the ability of society to extract 
raw materials. On the average, people of a given culture 
eat only so much food, wear out only so many clothes, live 
in only so many rooms) Uf ‘ scarcity values ’ (of works 
of art, etc.) are excluded from consideration^and they 
naturally fall outside the scope of our study since our con- 
cern was with physical quantities— |{he amount of goods 
and services the population would like to consume can be 
calculated with an accuracy far greater than the accuracy 
with which we can determine the possible output of any 
industry. ) 

In the case of food, for example, we employed the budget 
sponsored by the Department of Agriculture, adopting the 
preferred schedule, ‘ the liberal diet,’ as a criterion of the 
desirable individual consumption in various foodstuffs. 

In clothing, we based our budget on the actual expenditures 
of the professional classes in the San Francisco area. 

In housing, we merely assumed that the American family 
would like to live in a modem five-or-six-room house or 
its equivalent (apartment, r^ovated old mansion, or the 
hke), fuUy equipped with the best laboitr-saving devices, 
and that the single individual in the city would contip-U® 
using smaller apartments. 

For medical care, we took the advice of the;, jnedioal 
authorities in regard to what we needed to care properly for 
the American people. 

In education, our budget was set by authorities at Teachers’ 
College, Columbia University; in recreation, we were governed 
by the existing taste of the people.” 
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And so on through the list of all the main classes of goods 
and services which human beings consume. 

Now there seems nothing arbitrary about this procedure when 
we see it in practice. It does not seem as if the N.S.P.P.C. 
authors were ordering us to consume just those jmrticular 
commodities which they thought we ought to consume, and no 
others. How has the arbitrary element been avoided, then? 
How were our authors able to make up a budget of needs the 
satisfaction of which would certainly mean a very decent 
civilized life for any family ? 

Two considerations made it possible for the authors of the 
N.S.P.P.C. repoit to show how the plannmg of the economic 
life of a great industrial nation could be accomplished. And 
these same considerations, after the abolition of capitalism, 
vvill make it possible for a British or American Planning Com- 
mission actually to do the job. 

(.The first factor which makes possible the estimation in 
advance of consumers’ real needs, is the fact that (vo laiow what 
people have consumed up till now) There is little difficulty in 
discovering how much food, medical attention, education, 
clothing, etc., etc., the popijlation has consumed in the past year. 
We know that this standard of consumption was unsatisfactory. 
Still, it gives us a basis to go on. We shall be able to plan the 
production of additions to, or alterations of, the quantities of 
each commodity consumed last year. We shall budget for an 
increase of so many million tons of meat, and of so many million 
houses, and a decrease of so many hundred skyscrapeis. We shall 
not, in other words, have to start from scratch and think up 
what a typical family ought to consume. We know already 
what they do consume, and we shall have to estimate merely 
what more they would have Uked to have consumed. 

■The second factor is the eicistence of a certain number of 
mmihqs who can uow buy the things which they need and want^ 
The consumption of the immense majority of families is most 
u^atisfaotory; but there do exist in our modem communities 
oei^iar^l^ses of people whose consumption is quite satis- 
fa(ft(^;|We are T|,ot thinking of I he very rich, whose coh^ump- 
tioju ^ cr a peevdiar and fantMtdo nature, but of the professional 
h^i ;g^ps]^oiin times. Thus, if we want to know whal^th^ 
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mass of the population would consume, by way of food, clothes, 
transpoitatioii, or aiiyLhmg else, if only they were better off, 
we naUnally look at what those families which are now better off 
actually do consume. Thus we notice that the N.S.P.P.C. 
authors have guessed that if the whole American people could 
buy aU the clothes they need they would in fact buy the same 
amount and land of clothes which the professional classes in and 
around San Francisco did m 1929 actually buy and consume. 
And we can, surely, agree that this is a leasonable assumption. 

With the aid of these two guides it is possible to esttmate what 
people would hlce to have produced for them, and then to allot the 
available resources of production in such a way that this quantity 
of goods and services will be produced. It is possible, that is to say, 
to satisfy people's needs by this method, instead of by the present 
melbod of allowing pi oduction to follow the pull of demand. 

Let us envisage how the bnrlgp.tj or plan of production, 
giving what is, in effect, a list of all the goods and services which 
are to be made available to the population, will be compiled 
in a socialist Britain or America. This first hudget(will be based 
upon the existing output of such goods with the additions indi- 
cated by what the betLer-oH classes do now consume, and the 
realization of this production programme will be made possible 
by utilizing those productive resources at present grossly mis- 
directed, or unused altogether, by capitalism. But only the 
first budget need be made up in this way. All subsequent budgets 
will be merely corrections of the miscalculations discovered in 
the first. For miscalculation there will certainly be.) The planning 
a uthori ty (will be sure to provide, say, too many new motor 
ears and not enough wireless sets, or too many transport 
facilities and not enough sports clothes, etc,, etc. Such errors 
will show themselves in that at the end of the year some motor 
CMS, for example, will be left over, while the stock of wireless 
sets will be exhausted before the end of the year.^ But this error 

1 For clatlly’fl sake we are oversimpliiyinff the picture. In practice, of course, it 
would be a question of a continuous Sow of production in eac^ case — the flow 
being Insufficient to meet the demand (at the prices fixed) in the case of wireless 
sets and cver-sufRoient m the case of motor cars. But the essential point is the 
same; the correction of tins state of things wiU be made, m a planned eoonqlqy, 
not by the uTlce Of wirdess sets aulomatioBliy risiflg and the price of nlotot cars 
atitomatioally faffing, but by the conscious decision of the planning authority. 
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will not be allowed lo affect the respective prices of Llie two 
goods, raising the price of wireless sets and lowering the price 
of motor cars. Their respective prices which will be based upon 
their respective costs of production will only be varied by the 
conscious and dehberate decisions of the plannmg authority.^ 

In the following year^ the planning authority will arrange 
for the production of more wireless sets and fewer motor cars. 
In order to do so it will have to turn certain productive resources 
(in this case metal, skilled labour, assembling-plants, etc., etc.), 
which have been malting motor cars, on to making wireless sets. 
Year by year there will have to be corrections of this kind. 

Such (corrections will have to be made not only in order to 
remedy errors and miscalculations upon the part of the planning 
authority, but also in order to meet the development of new 
methods of production and the changes in public taste which will 
be associated with these developments. For we must not think 
of the budget of human needs, which the planning authority 
will draw up, as something fixed or permanent. On the contrary, 
human needs develop mth tho capacity to satisfy them. The 
planning authority will constantly have to allocate productiv^) 
resources to new purposes in order cither to fulfil some new need 
(e.g. for the widespread ownership of private aeroplanes) or 
to fulfil an old need in some new, more efficient and economical 
way)(e.g. the production of one or other of the basic food- 
stuffs synthetically). 

No planning authority will perfectly perform these functions. 
But it is impossible to beheve that even in the very first year, 
and even if the planning authority is composed of the most 
fallible of fallible human beings, it can fail to provide for human 
needs to so gross an extent as does the capitalist principle of 
regulating production by profitability. ^However serious were 
the mistalces of the planning authority, it could not achieve 
such grandiose misdirections of production as does capitalism.^ 
It could not do anything so insane or so horrible as to produce a 
plethora of yachts and beauty parlours while miUions of men and 
women lack for food and shelter: it could not succeed, as does 
our present systena, in simultamously torturing ttie town ^rorkers 
with a lack of bread and ruining tbe farmers by a glut of wheat. 

1 Again tbe E^dlustmente -m]] be In piactioe cCntinaal and tberefore sliglit. 
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The authors of the N.S.P,P.C. report provided us 'vvith a 
demonstration of an exceedingly important economic principle. 
They did so when they decided that, in order to carry out theii 
instructions to estimate America’s capacity to produce wealth, 
they would have to make out a budget of the real needs of the 
American people, and to reallot resources of production to 
meet these needs. For by doing these two things they, in effect, 
made an outline One Year Plan for America. This was their 
great achievement. 

Their detailed demonstration of how a One Year Plan of 
production for great industrial communities such as the United 
States and Britain could be, and will be, compiled is of un- 
questionable value. For it shows far better than could many 
pages of argumentation how socialist economic planning is 
done. It shows in particular and convincing detail how it will 
be possible to organize mighty and complex economic systems 
of production for use, and so establish general plenty and 
security. It shows what we could put in the place of the now 
grossly defective test of profitability as the regulating principle 
of production. We must certainly assume, however, that the 
N.S.P.P.C. authors’ demonstration of the possibility of planned 
production for use was accidental. For if it were intentional 
they could be accused of using the money of the government 
of the United States in order to demonstrate the practicality, 
and the extreme desirabihty, of that system of production 
favoured by commumsts and socialists ! And I would not dream 
of bringing this serious allegation against Mr. Doan (the leader 
of the investigation) and his associates. No, let us assume that 
when they wrote the sketch of a One Year Plan of production 
for America, they did not know what they were doing. By the 
end of their report they had been talking pure socialism for 
200 pages. But like M. Jourdain in Moline’s play, they knew not 
what they did. 
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Planning 

This, then, is how a socialist economic system works. This is 
how a plannmg authority settles the relative proportions in 
which consumers’ goods (as they are called) shall be produced. 
A planning authority has another task, however. There is 
another proportion which must be decided upon, either by the 
play of the market, as under capitalism, or by the conscious 
decision of a planning authority. And this is (.the proportion 
between the quantities of consumers’ goods, on the one hand, 
and of means of production, on the other, which shall be pro- 
V duced in any given year.^ 

^Consumers’ goods are, as their name implies, the things which 
we all consume, boots and shoes, milk and meat, and the like. 
Means of production, on the other hand, are the things which 
produce the consumers’ goods, things like lathes and cranes, 
machine tools and power stations, goods which no one can 
consume, in the sense of satisfying their want directly from them) 
Now every society must produce some consumers’ goods, or it 
wiU immediately starve to death, and some means of production, 
or it will be unable to go on producing consumers’ goods, and 
will ultimately starve to death. We may put it like this: a 
community must divert at least enough of its productive re- 
sources to making means of production to prevent its existing 
stock from wearing out quicker than it is being replaced. But 
a community may devote a much higher proportion of its re- 
sources than this to making means of production. And it may 
be well worth its while to do so, if it can replace its present 
stodc of means of production with very much more efficient 
ones. 

But to do so inevitlhly involves, under either capitalism 
or socialism, making do for the moment with a lower output of 
consnmers’ goods than could have been produced, even with 
the old outfit of means df production. For a community has only 
a lim ited supply^ of Jabour, rawmatermU/'OTga^^ 

9KilV txan$]()Qrt services, tinU" the like, and these resource^ can 
for prpdUmng new consumers' goods, or far 
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producing new means of production, but not for both tasks 
simultaneously. 

Here, then, is a very real choice which faces any community. 
We may express the choice like this, (^.omv much of its resources 
shall the community devote directly to satisfying its needs here 
and now, and how much shall it devote bo building up means of 
production which will in the future, bub only in the future, satisfy 
those needs far more plenteously ? It is a case of how many birds 
in the bush of the future are worth the forgoing of one bird 
in the hand of the present. It is a question of balancing the for- 
going of immediate satisfactions for the sake of being able to 
provide satisfactions more plenteously later on.) 

Every community in which the means of production are 
developed must take this choice, no matter what is its economic 
system. And its freedom of choice is wide.V£)n the one hand a 
community may divert from the immediate production of 
consumers’ goods and services only just enough resources to 
prevent its productive plant from falling into decay; or on the 
other hand it may leave only enough resources for the produc- 
tion of consumers’ goods to provide itself with subsistence 
rations.') 

Let us now see how the two economic systems under discussion 
settle this question. 

(The capitalist system of production for profit claims to provide 
an automatic method of settb’ng this question also,)The propor- 
tion in which a capitalist community makes consumers’ goods 
and means of production is settled by the proportion in which its 
citizens spend and save their money incomes. For when a man 
saves he does not throw the money down the drain; he invests it. 
And investing money means, if you think of it, buying means of 
production instead of buying consumers’ goods. When, for 
example, an mvestor buys shares issued by a company which 
generates electrical power his money is used to buy a turbo- 
generator, or some transmitting cable, or means of production of 
some kmd. But if he had spent his money be would have used it 
to buy units of electrical power or some other kind of consumers’ 
goods. Hence ^he more people save, and the less they spend, 
the larger is the demand for mc^ngjof production, and tiie smaller 
is demand for consumers’ *^flp Qil5 ( and vice y^sa). And" 
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productive vesources, led by the magnet of profit, follow the pull 
of demand, and move, in this ease, away from the making of 
consumers’ goods, to the maldng of means of productionj) 

Now this part of the self-regulating mechanism of capitalism 
is often criticized by the experts of that system themselves. 
The regulation of the proportionate output of consumers’ 
goods and means of production by the proportion of saving to 
spending works most erratically. However it does, in a sense, 
work. The question is settled; but once again it is settled with- 
out the conscious decision of the community as a whole, or 
indeed of any individual or group of individuals. Once again 
the thing just happens. For the proportion in which the whole 
community spends and saves its income depends upon the 
decisions of innumerable individuals and corporations. Nobody 
decides upon this proportion. It is the blind result of the bal- 
ancing of millions of different decisions. Under capitalism we 
make, and can make, no attempt to decide this vital question. 
{ We have to leave the matter to be settled for us by the play of 
forces which are outside our control.^ 

(A socialist economic system, however, must settle this question 
by the conscious, deliberate decision of a planning authority, 
set up and controlled, of course, by the whole community. If, 
in this matter also, we cease to rely on the pull and push of 
demand shifting our resource of production from the sphere 
in which their use is less profitable to tlie sphere in which it is 
more profitable, we must deliberately decide on where they are 
to be used.) 

(A socialist planning authority wiU have, then, as one of its 
primary duties, to decide how much of the available labour 
supply, taw materials, transport facilities, and the Ixke^ are to 
be used fox producing new plant and machinery and how 
much are to be used for directly satisfying the community’s 
immediate wants.jFor example, a planning authority which had 
had control over America’s productive resources in 1929 would 
have had to decide not only how much of the available supply 
of structural sted to use for budding office skyscrapers, and how 
much to use for building dwellings, but also how riiueh to use 
fpt providing these two Ifinds of consumers’ goods taken to-^ 
geteexi and how much to use for building new Steel-mills. For 
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only by building new steel-mills could the total supply of steel 
available in future years be increased. 

It at once occurs to us to ask how the authors of the 
N.S.P.P.C. repoiL solved this question. They did so quite simply 
by providing for the production of the same amount of new means 
of production as actually were produced in 1929 . They assumed, 
in other words, that the American people would go on replacing 
and developing their productive plant at the same rapid pace 
as they were doing in 1929 . And the}'’ were able to show that the 
American people would still have enough productive resources 
left to provide every family of four with consumers’ goods 
represented by an income of $ 4,400 (£ 915 ) a year at 1029 
prices. 

This was, for their illustrative piu-poses, a reasonable assump- 
tion. When, however, a real planning authority comes to allocate 
the American, or the British, people’s productive resources to 
the best advantage it will not necessarily adopt this particular 
proportion. (Such an authority might be instructed that the 
British or American people preferred to replace and develop 
their productive plant at o slower pace than they were doing in 
1929 , In that case the aznount of consumers’ goods and services 
which could be immediately provided would be incieased — 
although the rate at which this figm'c could be still further 
raised in futm'c years would be slower. Or the British and Ameri- 
can people might decide to instruct their planning authority 
to devote a higher proportion of the community’s productive 
resources to making means of production than was done in 
1929 . )ln this case the initial income ■with which they could 
provide themselves would be lower, but it could be raised more 
rapidly in future years, (Their decision will depend, no doubt, 
on the circumstances of the time.) 

Now it will not matter very much which course the Bri’fcish 
and American people -take (within the obvious limits of, on the 
one hand, providing themselves -with enough consumers’ goods 
to live on, and, on the other, of replacing their productive plant 
at least as japidly as it wears out).ljVhat is vitjd is that they -will 
have brought this decision imder fReur conscious control. For 
one of tKe faCtWs which makes o\u present system work so 
ruinously is that we leave this proportion to be determined by 
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blind and violent "fiiucfcuations in the relative expectation of 
profit in the two spheres of production .* ) 

What is to be the proportion between the output of means of 
production and consumers’ goods will not, then, be a particularly 
difficult question for a British or American planning authority 
to decide. But this is only so because the British and American 
people are already well equipped with productive plant. No 
urgent need foi‘ new means of production will face a British or 
American planning authority. It may devote a high proportion 
of the productive resources which it finds available to the urgent 
task of satisfying at once the misei'ably unsatisfied need for 
consumers* goods of the mass of the British and American 
people. On the other hand, if for some reason the planning 
commission thought it advisable to devote a coraparitively 
high proportion of our available productive resources to pro- 
viding new plant and equipment, this could be done without 
any very grave sacrifice in the standard of life. It would involve 
at worst a postponement of any immediate increase in that 
standard above a level of health and decency. 

But this enviable situation is not shared by a planning 
"authority in an undeveloped or technically backward com- 
munity, Such an authority faces a hard choice, (it must either 
, reconcile itself to a very slow rate of technical progress or it 
must call on the community to forgo for a time all but the most 
necessary consumers’ goods and services. For only so can it 
free labour and factories, skfil and equipment, for the production 
of new means of production. > 

^ As in so much else, so in the process of industrialhsation it is 
the be^nning which is difficult. For then the productive equip- 
ment available, either for producing consumers’ goods or means 
of production, is primitive and inefficient. Yet if this situation 
is to be remedied, better plant and equipment must be bmlt 
up to r^laee this primitive equipment. Unskilled labour, obsolete 
nuKdjitnes, meagre transport facilities have tp be diverted, from 
the task of Supplying the populatiJIh withconsqjpers’ goods (and 
they ace inadequate even for this task) on tp the task of repla<npg 
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themselves with modernized means of production. The obsolete 
steel-mills must make steel, not for houses or skyscrapers, or 
motor cars or railway trucloi, but for building modernized steel- 
mills. Of the few available skilled engineers, many must be taken 
off production altogether and used to staff the colleges in which 
a really adequate number of engineers may be trained. Railways, 
already unable adequately to move the harvest and distribute 
the flow of consumers’ goods from the existing means of produc- 
tion, must be used to carry huge quantities of constructional 
material for the building of new plants. The taak of a planning 
authority in such conditions is really difficult — its choice must 
necessarily be to some extent a choice of evils. And these have 
been just the conditions faced by the only planning authority 
which has so far existed in the world — ^namely, the State Plan- 
ning Commission of the Soviet Union. ^ ) 

Again and again the soviets, acting through this commission, 
have had to face difficult decisions on exactly this point. How 
big a proportion of their existing productive resources could 
they deflect to the task of building up new and far superior 
means of production, while leaving enough resources to produce 
a supply of consumers’ goods adeq\iate to feed, clothe, and house 
the population? Political and military considerations impera- 
tively demanded, upon pain of the destruction of the whole 
socialist system by foreign intervention, the utmost possible 
speed of industrialization. The resources initially available were 
tragically small. It was decided to apply an unparalleled 
proportion of them to the process of their own development. 
The first steps of such a process were bound to be painful. 
With every year that passed* however, the sum total of resources 
available grew. Hence what proportion of them should be used 
for making new means of production becomes a less acute 
question. It was only, however, last year (1986) that the Plan- 
ning Commission found itself with margins of resources which 
it could turn at will in. eith^ direction. * 

1 Hie stale Ptaniiing' Coomiiasion la, of oquiso, meudy the executive instiu- 
ment of the Soviet govemmeat, vhieh ia in tom tha executive luBtiument of the 
federated peoples of the Soviet Union. 

4 Indeed, it is only this year (IdSQ) that the best really shoi^ lise (80 per cent 
as egaintt a pievioiu annual increase of ahout 10 per cent) In the outeut of 
consuicer^' goods Is being undertahen. 
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An exLraorilijiiary misapprelicnsion exists in coiiuectiujY Avilh 
this question. We 'have seen that (the backward condition of 
Russian industry constituted a most formidable obstacle to the 
establishment of a planned economic system of production for 
use.] It meant that a comparatively small increase in the output 
/of consumer’s goods could be immediately achieved by the 
Russian people, since every available productive resource had 
to be utilized for the creation of new means of production.\yct 
again and again we see it stated that this frightful difficulty was 
a great asset, that it alone made possible the establishment 
and successful working of a planned socialist system in the 
Soviet Union; that the absence of this obstacle in advanced 
communities such as Britain and America would make it 
impossible for them to establish such planned systems."^ 

^This notion appears to arise from the delusion that a planned 
economic system of production for use would or could have the 
same kind of difficulty in distributing the consumers’ goods 
which it had produced as is experienced by capitalism.') Writers 
who suffer from this delusion have noticed — ^indeed, who has 
not ?-— that capitalism cannot to-day distribute to the popula- 
tion those consumers’ goods which it could so easily produce— 
that in times of crisis it cannot even distribute some of the 
consumers’ goods which it has actually produced, and is forced 
to destroy them; to burn the wheat and the coffee, to plough in 
the cotton, and to slaughter the hogs. 

“ But,” such writers conclude, “ the same thing wiU happen 
in the Soviet Union, so soon as it has completed its task of 
industrialization, and begins to turn its attention to increasing 
its output of consumers’ goods. A glut wiU surely follow; un- 
employment will reappear; then they will have to burn the 
wheat of the steppes as well as of the prairies; shirts will rot in 
Russian as well as Lancashire warehouses, while Russian as well 
as Lancashire baclss are bare,”'- 

1 A faiemost Bntisli economist, Mr. T. ^ Gregoiy, was in 1088 writing, for 
example, along these lines. In hia booklet, Gold, Unemployment, and CapU- 
aliam, ho wrote ; it is now quite clcBr that in the lort few years Hussla 

has heen ^aasing through b, * Con^tenotion boom ’ snMogous in every respect to 
that mq^enancea in. the Capitalistic world; And that, with -the gradtiu slaokcudng 
of -the Intensity- of that haom, -the phenomenon of unemployment is appearing.’' 
It is pQw 188tl- I’mfessor p^cegory is sttlJU I suppose, anxiously awaithi^ & 
appentanoe of unemploymenli in we Soviet Union. i 
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Tho&e who think in this way have failed to notice the reason 
why^ritish and American capitalism cannot distribute anything ' 
approaching their possible output of consumers’ goods.'^It is not, 
clearly, because we lack in Britain and America the physical 
means of transport necessary to take the goods from the ware- 
houses and deliver them to the homes. It is, as every business 
man knows to his eost, simply and ^olely because an increased 
quantity of consumers’ goods cannot he sold at projitMe prices. 
In other words, our inability to distribute is a direct consequence 
of our system of production for profit^ (In Chapter VII we 
shall describe how this inability arises.) 

Such an inability to distribute could not conceivably arise in 
the ease of a system of planned production for use. Truly, if 
some enormous error of planning had been committed, insuffi- 
cient transport facilities might make it impossible to distribute, 
in this physical sense, the possible output of the factories in a 
given area. But tlris would be a hold-up due to a shortage of 
resources, not, as is the case under capitalism, a hold-up due 
to a surplus of resouices.(ln no circumstances could a situation 
arise in which a socialist economic system possessed all the 
physical means for producing and distributing goods, and yet 
could not put the goods into people’s hands. The capitalist 
system can get into this extraordinary predicament only because 
it must produce, if it is not to become utterly chaotic, only those 
goods the production and distribution of which mil yield a profit,) 
(A system of production — and consequently of distribution — 
for us^ has, as we have seen, its own difficulties to face. But it 
^annot conceivably encounter this particular difficult^ We may 
rely upon it thal^it will always be able to sell to its own people 
every single consumable food which it can get produced) This 
is already becoming apparent in the Soviet Union. The formid- 
able hntial difficulty of getting the process of industrialization 
into motion has been, to a large extent, overcome, and a noAv 
rapidly increasing flow of consumers’ goods is appearing. Not 
the faintest difficulty in disposing of those goods to the popula- 
tion is being experienced. On the contrary, (they disappea r 
amongst the 170 million Russian c onsumers as disappear t he 
ri ^s into the desert beyqnd t ) 

^ovyhas this state of things been achieved ? We sh&ll discover 
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the secret of it when we desciibe the socialist method of distribu* 
tion (Chapter IX). Here we need only say that'(in a socialist 
system of planned production for use one of the essential, 
although one of the easiest, tasks of the planning authority is 
to arrange for the issue of just exactly the right amouni of 
money to buy, at the prices fixed, all the goods and services 
which the community can produce in any given yeai*. Thus the 
only limit to the market in a socialist society is the real need of 
the population for goods and services.]^ 

Every capiteilist government is to-day faced with the urgent 
problem of finding an external market even for those goods 
which its half-stifled productive system has produced. The 
Soviet government alone is faced with the pioblem of how to 
satisfy the illimitahle market provided by its own population. 
For it has iaJren good care to equip that population with the 
necessary purchasing power. Here is a description of the Soviet 
government’s real problem. 

“ Who can compute the effect of the ever-widening desire 
for two or three rooms per family, instead of the one, or much 
less than one, with which nine-tenths of Ihe population of 
tsarist Russia contented itself; of the never satisfied clamour 
for more clothing and better; of the ever-rising standards 
expected in public health and public education; of the demand 
for more hospitals and maternity centres, with an almost 
illimitahle increase in the nurses and doctors servmg all the 
villages between the Baltic and the Pacific; of the desire for 
more schools and hbraries, witih endlessly more teachers and 
professors and textbooks and scientific apparatus, over one- 
sixth of the entire land-surface of the globe ? Adapt and con- 
trive as it may, the State Planning Commission is perpetually 
finding itadf at a loss how best to allocate, among the con- 
stantly widening range and increasing magnitude of the 
cofisiiiiiers’ effective demand, the always insufiScient labour 
force, buildings and raw material by means of which alone 
thills depiand can he satisfied. Meanwhile no one can fail to 
^ !rhcogndzp!1^t, Ijr 198B, thesre is vastly greater plenty,in the cities 
and in the villages, than thero has been at any previoustlrnC'^ifi 
JBtqssiaAhlsifcoiy. TSfie shops and stores arellQSfflhoty-abinndantly 
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supplied^ ration cards have been one after another abolished, 

and the total retail sales are going up by leaps and bounds,” 

Tills passage is taken from Mr. and Mrs. Sidney Webb’s 
Soviet Commv/msm: A New Cimlnation? This is the definitive 
study of the political, economic and social life of the Soviet 
Lnion.i 

It was worth while to discuss the delusion that developed 
means of production would be a difficulty for a socialist economic 
system, both because it is widespread, and also because of the 
light which it throws upon the mental confusion into which the 
economic confusion of our epoch has thrown us. |Pow strange 
that anyone could imagine that it was an asset to a country to 
have to build up its basic productive equipment almost from 
the start; that it was a liability to possess splendidly developed 
means of production ! And yet this is just the delusion which is 
induced in our minds by the ever-growing confusion of capitalism. 
For, as we shall see, it is true that the only task for which capi- 
talist production for profit is suited is the building up of a 
commumty’s means of production. Hence, if we cannot hnagine 
any other economic system, then, truly, it is a disaster when this 
task is accomplished. For then there remains nothing for the 
system to do, and it must necessarily fall into disorder.^ 

But once we have realized that in capitalism “ nature’s 
copy’s not eteme ” we can realize also that the accomplish- 
ment of the process of industrialization is an epoch-making 
achievement.l,With toil and sacxifice man has huilt up” a pioduc- 
tive equipment which could give him plenty and secuiity. Now, 
surely, he should enjoy the fruits of his achievement ? But it is 
becoming every day more clear that he caimot enjoy those fruits 
except under a socialist system of production for use. The 

I Aci I Bhall necesianly make many reterences to the Soviet Union in mibsequent 
chapters, it will be well to say here that my authority is, unless otherwise stated, 
my own personal observation in the Soviet Union or Mr, and Mrs Webb’s booh. 
It seems to me better to use Mr and Mrs. Webb’s book as a single auUioiity, of 
whose anthenticity leaders can readily ludge fcii themselves, rather than to quote 
from a selection of the innumerable works on the Soviet Union, which are of vary- 
ing degrees of acouraoy and value Moreover, Mr, and Mrs Webb’s book, besides 
bemg the oulmmating achievement of the two greatest aoidal investijmtois of the 
Bnghsb-swakmg woild, is a sort of epitome of the wi^ole vast Uteratuie, in 
Singbsh, French and German, m this field; for almost every work in these thiee 
langusiges (and many m Russian) has been sifted and surveyed by^Mr, and 
Mrs. Webb, 
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idea that developed means of production, ^liicli arc ui fact the 
pre-requisite for such a system, will prove a difficulty for it 
would be laughable, if it were not tragic. ) 

Needless to say, the fact that the British and A.mcrican people 
are the heirs apparent to incomparably better means of produc- 
tion than those which the State Planning Commission of the 
Soviet Union inherited from tsarism, will be a colossal advan- 
tage to them. It is not too much to say that a British and 
American system of planned production for use will start at a 
point which the Russian system, despite the extraordinary 
rapidity of its present progress, cannot hope to reach before 
the end of several five-year periods of planning. 

As the N.S.P.P.C. report has demonstrated, there would be 
no question for us of the severe, although heroic, struggle for 
industrialization which has been waged by the Russian people. 
From the moment of their appointment British and American 
plaiming authorities could, and no doubt will, increase the out- 
put of consumers’ goods and services, and so raise the general 
standard of Ufe, to an extent which will transform the whole 
hfc of our communities. 
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The Enlisting Socialist System of Production 

Tiie report on America’s pioductive resources which we have 
discussed could do no more than illuminate the principle upon 
which any socialist economic system must work. During the past 
eight years, however, 170 million human beings have in actual 
practice been organizing their economie life upon the basis of 
planned production for use. How have they done it ? 

The socialist economic system now at work in the Soviet 
Union is, surely, a most important, as it is certainly a most 
fasoinatmg, object of study. For, if it is successful, it undeniably 
offers us all a way out of our thickening difficulties. Mr. and Mrs. 
Webb tell us that it was primarily this feature of Soviet life 
which challenged their attention. “ Will this new system of 
economic relationships,” they asked themselves, “ and this new 
motivation of wealth production, prove permanently success- 
fiU ? ” 

“ For if it does, it will not only show the rest of the world 
how to abolish technological, and indeed all other mass un- 
employment, together with the devastating alternation of 
commercial booms and slumps; but further, by opening the 
way to the maximum utilization of human enterprise and 
scientific discovery in the service of humanity, it will afford 
the prospect of increase beyond all computation, alike of 
national wealth and of individual well-being.” (Ibid., p. 602.) 

For a variety of reasons it did not prove possible to put the 
economic life of the Soviet Union on to anything which can be 
called a fully planned basis imtil the year 1928. The first step 
towards doing so was taken (some years earlier) when tevery 
type of organization within the Soviet Union was required to 
send to the State Planning Commission complete information 
as to its output of products, its consumption of raw materials, 
its employment of labour, etc., etc., etc., during the past year, 
and its proposed output, consumption, employment, etc., during 
the coming year.) This collection at a single centre of compre- 
hensive statistics of the entire ecoi^omic system (a colleotioh 
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which IS never possible to complete under capitalism) is the pre- 
rctpusite of a planned economy. 

But jn Older to use the immmsc flood of information which 
such a legulation must cause to pour m upon the planning 
authority, a very extensive and expert statistical and admini- 
strative machine must be evolved. The need to create such an 
institution was one of the reasons why planning could not be 
fully developed in the Soviet Umon before 1928. By that year, 
however, an Administrative machine capable of tackling the task 
of coUectmg, verifying, collating, arranging, and then making 
deductions from, this flood of information had been created. 

Gozplan," as the State Planning Commission is called in. 
Russia, had become by far the largest and most elaboiate 
statistical centre in the world. 

This brings us to the actual maldng of the plan, to the crucial 
question of what shall be produced and who shall produce it. 
Now most people suppose that this all-important question is 
decided, under a socialist system, by the arbitrary fiat of the 
planning authority. But this is not so. The first step in building 
the plan is not to coerce the productive organizations, but to 
consult them: to ask them what they propose to produce during 
the commg year, and what supplies of raw material, equipment, 
skilled and unskilled labour they estimate that they will need 
for the ]oh. Their replies, when put together, make what is in a 
sense the very first draft of the plan. It is a plan which no one, 
and no smgle organization, has written. It is a plan which has 
emerged from the proposals for the coming year of the producers 
of the whole country, and it is based, of course, upon iheir 
experience dunng the past year. But this first, embryonic, draft 
may be, and mdeed almost certainly will be, lacking in self- 
consistency. The budding mdustry, for example, may be de- 
manding 26 per cent more skilled bricklayers than exist. Or, 
the motor mamifacturmg enterprises, the shipbuilders, 
thi* builders, and all the other steel users, may be making a 
combmed dramimd for steel 'iddch is 10 per cent aboYe (or below) 
thft *10181 output jprbposed by the steel industry. Accordingly 
(Mi^plAn uudit bbgib^ its complicated ta^k of makhig the drs^ 
mUst see to it that the total demand foi. 
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industries, equals the proposed total output of steel and coal, 
minus the output used for domestic consumption. (This part of 
the task leads up to the decision as to the relative amount of the 
community’s productive resom’ces to be devoted to means of 
production and consumers' goods which we discussed in the 
last chapter. (The collation and making self-consistent of the 
outputs proposed by the different consumers’ goods industries 
is, on the other hand, the first step towards that meeting of the 
defined needs of the population which we discussed in Chapter 
II.) When this task is aceomphshed the planning authority will 
have before it some sort of seH-consistent proposal, made by the 
productive oiganizations themselves, as to next year’s produc- 
tion. ^ 

We must notice the characte r of these productive organiza- 
tions. For these are the basic units of a sociahst economic system, 
the socialist analogues of the firms, farms, partnerships, joint 
stock companies, corporations, and trusts of the capitahst world. 
These organizations fall into three mam categories. First, there 
are governmental agencies — state, regional, or mumcipal enter- 
prises.® This form predominates in productive industry proper. 
It accomits for ninety-nine-hundredths of the output of new 
means of production, and of a smaller but still predominating 
percentage of the output of consumers’ goods. Second, there arc 
consumers’ co-operative societies, constituted upou the same 

® Although we ore acnistomed to speak of a Five Year Flan, the ptoduclion 
progranunes aie apt to be revised so diasUcally each year that detailed planiung 
IS for one year ahead, with a much more general foreca&t for the following four, 
tlnce, two and one years — as the plan piogiesses Indeed, there is a sense ui which 
planning must long remain picdommantly on a one year basis. IFor the seasons, 
with their penodioity of crops, still dominated so important a section of man’s 
productive activity that any detailed plan will natur^y extend from barveab^to 
harvest. r 

® These governmental pioduotive agencies may he defined as oiganivations in 
which the means of production and the raw materials used are ovmed by the 
conununUy as a whole, oi by a regional government (as the government of one or 
other of the federated Bepublics of the Soviet Union such as the Ukraine, or the 
Kaiehm Repuhho), oi by a municipality, and in which, consequently, the 
employees woik for wages. But they are themselves of sevei^ different kinds, of 
which the “ combine, ” consisting of a gioup of mines or factories is now the most 
Imporiiant type. The hlstoiy of the evolution of the combine as the pr^ominant 
ncoduotive umt m Soviet industry is interesting, but is largely inacces^hle to the 
Buglish-speaking reader It is one of the few aspects of Soviet life inadequately 
dedt with by Mr. and Mrs. Wehh. An admirably clear account does raiA m 
Reusin' f Brpo«c<wrf System, by Mf, Emile Bums (GoUanez). But go taplfflji do 
things move lb the Sonet ITnion (hat this wotk (published 1930) npw to aomt 
extimt put <ft date. 
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general lines as British or Western European consumers’ co- 
operative societies, except that they do not pay cash dividends 
on the purchases of their membei's. This form of organization is 
important in what wo call the disltihutive trades; in retail, 
and to a less extent in wholesale, selling. It has no monopoly 
of these spheres, however, since various governmental agencies 
carry on the wholesale and retail selling in the towns. On the 
other hand, consumers’ co-operative societies (as in Britain) 
have penetrated into the field of the production of consumers’ 
goods. Third, there are Producers’ Co-operative Societies 
organized upon a basis which would have been more familiar to 
many British workers a hundred years ago than it is to-day. 
These are organizations of workers who, as a groups own and 
control their own means of production and I'aw materials, 
instead of working for wages with means of production and on 
raw materials owned by the community as a whole, as do the 
workers in state or municipal agencies. Moreover, these workers, 
since they themselves own their enterprises, receive, instead of 
wages, a dividend which represents their sharei of the total 
price realized for the product of their enterprise. The esscnLial 
sphere of these producers’ co-operatives is agricultm’c. For the 
collective faams, which, to the extraordinnry number of a 
quarter of a million, now cover the surface of the globe from the 
Baltic to the Pacific, are Producers’ Co-operative Societies. 
But this form of organization is not confined to agriculturfiii It 
plays a subordinate but useful rhle in industrial production, 
where “ artels,” or Producers’ Co-operatives of artizans with the 
substantial membership of three million, are at work producing 
goods (such as toys) or services (such as house repairs) and those 
types of maintenance and servicing which do not require large 
quantities of what wc should call fixed capital. On the other 
hand, this form of organization has no monopoly of agricultural 
production. For there exist some 10,000 state forms which 
belong to the category of governmental agencies; for in them 
men work for wages exactly as in sted^-works or print-shops. 

These P?odacers’ Co-operatives are a form of economic organi- 
zation which, has existed ever since the abolition of capitalism in 
Bussia in 1 01’/. But it is only in the last six yejEiirs, ydth tbe estab* 

^ tJsutiUy DtvltnUited arcnritiittg to Ihe amount pi woik whioli thty Iwe (Uiwo, 
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Ushment of 250,000 collective farms on the basis of producers’ 
co-operation, that they have become a quantitatively important 
factor in the economic life of the country. That they have now 
done so is of the highest interest to students of the history 
of socialist thought and of the working class movement. For 
they represent the revival in new conditions of an early tendency 
which had become almost extinct. As we shall describe in Part 
III of this book, the concept of a group of workers, jointly owning 
then' means of production and dividing amongst themselves 
the fuU proceeds of the sale of their products, was the form of 
organization originally aimed at by almost aU the socialists of 
Western Europe. All through the nineteenth century repeated 
efforts to set up such organizations were made in Britain, France 
and America. They aU failed, and, although with great reluc- 
tance, the working class and socialist movement gradually 
abandoned the hope of getting rid of the capitalist employer by 
this direct means of banding together to employ themselves, 
The experience of the Soviet Union has now shown that the 
ideal of co-operative production is an inherently soimd one if it is 
realised in a socialist environment. We now know that the 
socialist pioneers who attempted to establish such co-operative 
enterprises were not mistaken in supposing that this was one 
of the forms which free men associating for productive purposes 
would adopt. Where they went wrong was to suppose that 
producers’ co-operatives could co-exist with capitalist enter- 
prise, and with the possession of political power by the capitalist 
class. It is not, we now know, until large-scale industry has been 
socialized, and until the capitalists have neither economic nor 
political power, that co-operative productive enterprises of this 
type can succeed. 

These, then, are the economic organizations, the output 
and needs of which must be planned by the State Planning Com- 
missionj^It is their proposals — ^rendered self-consistent — ^whlch 
must be compared by the State Planning Commission Vith the 
proposals for the development of the national economy formu- 
lated by the Soviet government. The Soviet government, for 
its part, win have many ends in view which we may think of as 
^tra-economic. It will not be solely intent, that is to say, 
upon maximizing the total wesilth production of the Soviet 
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Union. It will regard the plan as in one respect, at any rate, a 
plan for achieving certain given extra-economic purposes. One 
of these purposes must be for the present the defence of the 
Union from the return of the armies of those six capitalist states 
which were ravaging her just sixteen years ago. Another is the 
provision of an evei more adequate supply of all the goods and 
services needed for raising with unparalelled rapidity the whole 
cultural life of the community; the provision of schools and 
teachers, of tcxtboolcs and paper, of pens and ink, of pamphlets 
and newspapers — on a scale adequate to the needs of 170 million 
persona. A third purpose will be the supply of the elaborate 
equipment and highly trained staff needed to raise and maintain 
the whole physical level of that vast population; to provide 
hospitals and doctois. X-ray apparatuses and sanatoria, trained 
dentists with their apparatuses, and the thousand other things 
needful to an adequate health service. Finally, i the Soviet 
government will have its view as to the general character of the 
coming year’s plan, as to the degree of emphasis to be laid on 
the expansion of industries producing means of production 
relative to those piodueing consumers’ goods, and so on. ^ 

When the Government’s views have found expression in it, 
the Provisional Plan, is ready. But this Provisional Plan is not 
now simply adopted by tbe Central Executive Committee of the 
U.S,S.R, Congress of Soviets and issued as an instruction. On 
the contrary, a second and extensive process of consultation 
is now underfaJeen. The Provisional Plan is now formally sub- 
mitted to eacb of the commissariats or government departments, 
and is transmitted by them to each and all of the productive 
establishments the activities of which it will govern during the 
coming year. For this purpose the plan is in effect cut up into 
many thousands of separate pieces, each of which is concerned 
with the proposed activities of a particular establishment. And 
each establishment studies in minute detail its own piece of the 
plan. Moreover, it is not just the statistical office, or even the 
adminisLrative staff of each enterprise, which undertakes this 
sbiidy. The plan is submitted to the whole body of workers 
band and brain attached to the establishment. Conferences of 
ihe whole staff areheld at which proposals for tbe plan’s revision 
aice discussed and often adopted. > 
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The plan, with all the emendations proposed by all the enter- 
prises and institutions of the country, is then sent back to the 
State Planning Commission, ■where for a second time a process 
of comparison and collation must be gone through so that no 
suggestion -which would contradict any other is adopted. The 
resultant document is the final or definitive plan. It is laid before 
the Council of People’s Commissars ond the Central Execu- 
tive Committee of the U.S.S.R. (which roughly correspond 
to our Cabinet and Parliament, or Congress, respectively). 
Upon its adoption by these bodies it becomes the law of the land. 
For when all the consultation, and comparison, and coUation 
have been done a decision is necessary. As Mr. and Mrs. Webb 
■write, t‘ Once private ownership, with its profit-seeldng motive 
of production for the competitive market is abandoned, specific 
directions must be given as to what each estabUshmeut has to 
produce.” These specific directions are given and they have the 
force of law; but they are drawn up upon the basis of the in- 
formation and the proposals of the productive establishments 
themselves. 

It -will not have escaped the reader’s attention that the State 
Planning Commission will not be able to plan the activities 
of the Producers’ Co-operatives in quite the same sense that it 
■will be able to plan, as an instruction, the activities of the 
governmental agencies. The members of the Producers’ Co- 
operatives, owning their own plant and some, at any rate, of 
their o-wn raw materials, might in theory refuse to fall in with 
the instructions of the State Plaiming Commission.(ln the field 
of industry the Producers’ Co-operatives are relatively so small, 
and so dependent upon the large governmental agencies, that the 
point is unimportant. In agriculture, however, they enormously 
predominate. And as they sell a great part of their produce upon 
the market, in which competing bidders exist, they might feel 
unwflling or unable to produce the quantities and types of pro- 
duce required of them by the Commission, The Commission and 
the Government have, it is true, a number of methods of influenc- 
ing them, They may vary the incidence of taxation; they may 
act upon the l-elaLive prices which govermnental agencies -Wffl 
bid for different kinds of produce; and they may vary the prices 

1 See Chapter Xrn, 
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and the quantities of the indvistrial products supplied to the 
villages, -which are the ultimate inducement to the collective 
farmers to produce a surplus above their own need^(plu& taxation 
and payments for the services, such as tractor ploughing, seed 
selection, etc., which governmental agencies perform for them). 

AH this, however, is something different from, and less than, 
direct control. Moreover, the existence of these numerous co- 
operative and individual producers for the market means that a 
large number of goods and services arc distributed by means of 
exchanges between different producers, and not by allocation 
by the planning authority. It is important to make this distinc- 
tion clear. We can imagine a socialist economic system in which 
every productive enterprise was directly owned by the state 
and in which, therefore, everyone was a wage-earning employee 
of one single employer, the State. (This, indeed, is the somewhat 
monotone picture of “ the Socialist Stale ” which is often dra-wn 
by those who favour the continuance of the capitalist system.) 
In such a society all the products would originally belong to the 
Stale and would be then sold by the State to its wage workers 
in retmn for their wages. The money paid out in such wages 
would be a mere ticket for goods up to a certain quantity. Unless 
the tendering of this ticket, in. order -to receive goods up to the 
value marked upon it, could be called an act of exchange, there 
would be no exchanging in such a community. 

Now, whatever the merits or demerits of such a community 
might he, Ifhe existing socialist society bears little resemblance 
to it. Since an important proportion of the productive establish- 
ments are owned, not by the State, but by their own members, 
an important proportion of the total annual product comes on 
to a genuine market and is bought and sold, i.e. exchanged, 
between these organizations and between individuals. This 
system of socialist exchange, or trade, is not confined to the 


products of the producers’ co-operative societies. State agencies 
of production often make contracts by which they buy a part 
of the product of either another sta-te agency or a producers’ co- 
op^ative society. Again, both forms of productive enterprise, 
in those cases in. which they produce consumable goods, often 
set up direct retailing points (shops or stalls in an organized 
market or bazaar), in which they sell -their products direct to 
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Llie coiibULining public. Tlius^lierc exists a network of buying 
and selling (exchanging) of goods which never pass through the 
hands of the State as siich, but move along a number of channels 
from their producers to their ultimate consumers, j 

The respects in which this form of socialist trade differs from 
capitalist trading are discussed in the last chapter of this Part, 
where we deal with the incentives by which the whole enormous 
economic mechanism of a socialist community is kept in motion. 
Here we need only sa^ briefly that commodities are caused to 
circulate without two t3T3ical characteristics of capitalism 
appearing. At no point in the process is there the employment 
of wage labour for the purpose of making profit for any individual 
or group of individuals, and secondly no act of purchase is made 
with the object of re-seUing the goods obtained, at a profit to a 
third individual or organization. ^ 1 

The advantages of this decentralization of the distributive 
system are clearly very great. Indeed, Stalin has several times 
stated that without mutual trading or exchanging, of goods and 
services between state or co-operative organizations, the Soviet 
economic system could not work. “ The expansion of Soviet 
trade is a very urgent problem,” he said in the speech in which 
(in 1988) he summed up the results of the first Five Yeai’ Plan, 
“ which if not solved will make further progress impossible.” 
In fact, there has developed in subsequent years a complex 
network of trading amongst and between the State agencies, 
the Producers’ Co-operatives and the Consumers’ Co-operatives, 
the individual producers, and between all these and the consum- 
ing public. But it is, no doubt, also true that the existence of this 
system of socialist trading creates problems for the State Plan- 
ning Commission. For example, it is clear that, so long as such 
exchanging exists, money is not a mere ticket entitling its 
recipient to such and such a quantity of goods to be drawn from 

1 This does not mean that a retailing organization, such as a consumers’ co* 
operative society, may not buy an article from a factory and then re-sell it to il$ 
members. It may and does constantly do so, and is, of course, allowed to add to the 
article’s price a sum sufficient to cover the cost of retailing. But wbat no organiza- 
tion must do Is to buy ou article on the market with the expectation and the in- 
tention of re-selling it, unchanged, at a piofit. This is speculation and is one of the 
sms In the socialist cilendei. The point is illustrated by the well-known story of 
the soviet child who was asked hy his arithzcietic teacher; ” Now, Ivan, jf a man 
bought a pound of armies for ten roubles and sold them again for twenty roubles, 
what would he get 7 ’’ “ Three months In jail,” answered Ivan, 
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a centralized state supply. It remains for this purpose a medium 
of circulation and standard of value, which arc very different 
things. In gcnerpl it will be more difficult to control and .so plan 
in advance such decentralized economic activities. 

Experience seems to indicate, however, that the State Plan- 
ing Commission is in etfective control of the situation. The 
amount of production which it can control by direct instruction 
is so great, and the influences which it can bring to bear upon 
the co-operative organizations and individuals which produce 
the remainder are so powerful, that it appears to be able to do 
the essential job of keeping any desired proportions between 
the different types of goods and services producedJit is certain 
that the socialist s)^tcms which their respective worldng classes 
will establish in Britain and America will include this kind of 
socialist trading. On the other hand, America and, still more, 
Britain are much more closely organized and integrated com- 
munities than is the Soviet Union. For this reason a greater 
degree of centralization, with the advantage that this will permit 
of more accurate and rapid planning, should at once he possible 
in a socialist Britain and a socialist America) Nor, as wc shall 
see in Chapter XII, will this involve the least degree of regimen- 
tation for their populations. 

This, then, is the character of the productive organizations, 
and the method of their regulation, developed by the first 
socialist economic system which has eves existed in the history 
of the world. What are the results ? 'Controversy is endless 
upon this question. But one thing at any rate is certain: 
the first socialist economic system that the world has ever seen 
has now survived for eight years^ and is rapidly developing. 
The statesmen and economists of the capitalist world continue 
to declare that socialism is a Utopian dream, that capitalism 
is not a particular economic system which might be succeeded 
by another, hut is a sort of irreplaceable “ natural order.” But 
all the time a socialist system lives and grows before our eyes- 
This is by far the most important fact of our epoch. \ 

1 The eslaliliduneiit of eodajlsm m the Soviet Union is usually, and m prluoipie 
coneotly, dated from the dispossession of the Hnsdou capitalists in J&17. Oq this 
tedcoqlng, socialism has been in existence for qineteen years. JButit is only durhig 
the last ei^t yeais that a tolly planned system of pmauction for use has been, in 
mdotence, Henee from a purely economic standpoint this period may he thought 
fhn mom teHevaat. 
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Has the first socialist economic system nob only survived, 
however, but proved itself superior to capitalism ? It would, of 
course, be possible to quote a flood of statistics upon the increases 
in production which have been, and are now being, achieved in 
the Soviet Union. The end of the second, and by far the larger, 
of the two Five Year Plans (the conclusions of which mark a 
time of general national sLoclclaking) has not yet arrived. 
But figures for the fulfilment of the First and smaller plan, which 
ended in 1982, are available : 

“ The gross output of industrial pioduction increased from 
15 7 biUion roubles in 1928 to 34 8 billion roubles in 1982 
(calculated at prices prevailing in 1926-27), which represents 
218 -5 per cent of 1928. The volume of industi'ial production 
in 1982 exceeded the pre-war level more than tluee-fold, and 
exceeded the level of 1928 more than two-fold. The First 
Five Year Plan as a whole was fulfilled (in four and a quarter 
j'cars) to the extent of 93-7 per cent as far as the gross out- 
put of industry is concerned.”^ 

These figures form a striking contrast to what was happening 
in the capitalist world, since during those particular years 
production was ever3rwhere declining almost as rapidly as it 
was mounting in the Soviet Union. The figures of the Second 
Five Year Plan will show — ^it is easy to forecast on the basis of 
what has been achieved during the first three years — far larger 
increases in production. On the other hand, these have been 
years of some increases in production in most capitalist states. 
Hence the comparison may not be so striking. 

In any event, such global statistics of production do not give 
us any very substantial idea of what has been achieved. It is 
when we pass from such statistical generalizations to particular 
instances of the power of a socialist economic system to furnish 
the population with goods and services that we begin to realize 
what has already been accomplished in the Soviet Union. 

But is it not the case, the reader may ask, that many par- 
ticulai' commodities are notoriously scarce in the Soviet Union T 
Ahd is not this scarcity a very bad advertisement for socialism f 
1 Swiimt»y of the Futfilmmt of the jBiret Ftoe Year Plate. 
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It is perfectly true that Soviet citizens feel that many com- 
modities are scarce. Paradoxically enough, however, the creation 
of this feeling of scarcity (and it is undoubtedly a consqucnce of 
socialism) is one of the greatest achievements of the socialist 
economic system I For it co-esdsts mlh an anotmous increase 
over pre-soeiaJisi levels m the production of just those commodities 
vohich the population feels to he scarce. 

For what is scarcity ? Scarcity is a situation ui which the 
supply of any good or service does not equal the demand for it. 
Hence a good which has not previously been scarce can become 
so, either by the supply becoming smaller or the demand be- 
coming larger. Indeed, it is clear that a good can, and will, 
become scarce even if the supply increases, if the demand for it 
increases more rapidly. And this is just what has happened with 
good after good in the Soviet Union, Socialism has greatly increased 
the supply of these goods. But, at the same time, by dislribulmg {in 
a manner to be described in subsequent chapters) adequate pur- 
chasing power' to the entire population, it has increased the demand 
for these goods to afar greater extent. Hence the goods, in spite of 
a great increase in their production, have become scarce. 

Boots provide a typical example. In 1913, Russia produced 
between ^ and ^ pair of boots per person per year. In 1988 
production was at the rale of half a pair a year per person. 
Thus boot production per head has gone up just about ten 
times.’ Yet many Russians arc inclined to feel that boots are 
scarcer than they were before the war 1 For before the war “ the 
average Russian ” never dreamt that it was possible for him 
to possess boots. He wrapped his feet in canvas, flax, or straw 
“ lapti.” Socialism has both evoked in him the desire to possess 
boots and supplied him with the money to buy them. No wonder 
a ten-fold increase in production is still insufficient for such 
a market 1 Far away indeed feom even the possibility of that 
curse of the capitalist world, a “ glut,” are the producers of a 
socialist economic system ! Thus we may say that the towering 
achievement of the first socialist economic system has been the 
simultaneous abolition of glut and unemployment. This achieve- 
ment has been made possible, we shall see, by the deliberate 

Fimies from Supply and Tiude in Ox V,S.S.B^ by "W. Npdel, (Thepe imA 
odiei flguiea on boot produouon atc quoted by tbo 'Webi^i) ' Vj; 
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and systematic distribution to the entire population of enough 
purchasing power to clear the market of all the goods produced. 


It is now time to examine the view of those economists and 
experts of the capitalist world who deny that a socialist system 
of plamied production for use can (or presumahly, therefore, 
does) exist. Of these authorities Mr. and Mrs. Webb write with 
irony, that they “ do not trouble to dispute the actual achieve- 
ments of the planned economy of the U.S.S.R., because they 
claim to possess a science accordmg to which these achievements 
are logic^y impossible.” We might find this statement incredible 
had not a leading figure of this school of thought. Professor 
Ludwig von Mises, written a volume, the five hundred pages 
of which severally and collectively seek to disprove the possi- 
bility of the existence of a planned economic system of pro- 
duction for use, without once mentioning the existence of 
such a system in one-sixth of the world. Moreover, this 
school of capitalist economists are the essential leaders of the 
thought of their world. Other schools of their colleagues 
differ from them, that is to say, not so much in principle 
as by putting forward their views more cautiously. 

We have already noticed (p. 20) that this school of economists 
claim that the capitalist system is inherently perfect and that 
any defects which may be noticeable in the capitalist world 
fare the result of deviations from, and interference with, the 
1 essential principles upon which the system works. They represent 
our buying of commodities in a free market as a sort of perma- 
nent election in which the population as a whole chooses what 
commodities shaU be produced for it. (And so, no doubt, it is. 
But it is an election in which some voters have approximately 
forty thousand times as many votes as others. For this, it is 
calculated, is about the difference between the size of the in- 
comes of the richest and the poorest citizens of such capitalist 
communities as Britain and America.) Compared to capitalism, 
these economists suggest, a planned economic system is so crude 
as to be u nworkable. If, however, we examine the statements 
hf iws school of thought we shsjl find that what they really 
amotint to are declarations that planning would not achieve 
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a perfect use of society’s available productive resources. Thus 
Professor Robbins of London University tells us that : 

“ The requirement of a rational plan ... is that the factors 
of production (the land, capital and labour) should be so 
distributed between the various alternatives of production 
that no commodity which is produced has less value than the 
commodities which might have been produced had the factors 
of production been free for other purposes.” 

{The Great Depression, by Lionel Robbins. Macmillan, 1934.) 

By “ value ” Professor Robbins means, in this passage, 

“ capacity to satisfy human needs.” So the requirement 
of a rational plan is that no commodity should be produced which 
has less capacity to satisfy human needs than another com- 
modity which might have been produced by a different use of 
the same means of production. In other words, the Professor 
asserts that the requirement of a rational plan is that the plan- 
ning authority should never make a mistake. 

There follow some passages which demonstrate that a planning 
authority would not be in a position to aclneve this requirement. 
Therefore, Professor Robbins continues, half explicitly, half by 
'"implication, the results of planning must be inferior to those 
1 attained by the capitalist system; for that system can never 
make a mistake, or, at any rate, could not do so if it was left 
free from governmental interference. 

The mechanism of the Professor’s argument is visible to the 
naked eye. It is first demonstrated (quite irrefutably) that 
planning will not produce perfect results. Then this demonstra- 
tion is treated as if it proved that plaiming would be, not merely 
imperfect, but impossible, and that the results of unplanned pro- 
duction are perfect. Therefore planned production is inoom- 
pwably the inferior metho'd. ! How true it is that the results of 
socialist planning, in common with all other human activities 
without exception, are not perfect. And how wholly irrelevant 
is this conclusion to our desperaidy urgent task of devising an 
economic system which will not produce the tragic ^nd pre- 
posterous catastrophes of capitalism. » i ■ ■ 

Moreover, themistakes which are made by a planning 
are nob only of a different magnitude, but arc also of 
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kind, to the mistakes which arise from the breakdown of the 
self-regulating profits system. The mistakes of planning are 
mistakes incidental to bringing the adjustment of a complex 
productive system under conscious control. The huge mis- 
directions of production which occur under capitalism should 
not perhaps be called “ mistakes ” at all. For they are not the 
errors of men consciously working towards the end of fitting 
production to human need. They are more analogous to natural 
catastrophes. Under the capitalist principle of production for 
profit, the adjustment of production to need takes place (in 
so far as it takes place at all) automaticaUy and unconsciously, 
t It is not something which anyone does: it is something which 
happens. Hence it is uncontrolled and uncontrollable. 

Under capitalism the necessary regulation of the productive 
system is carried on unconsciously, independently of men’s 
wills. Its regulatory principle asserts itself lUce a blind force of 
nature, leaving desti’uetion and suffering in its wake. Things, 
not men, are in the saddle. We seem, and, under our present 
system, we actually are, the frightened dependents of those very 
machines which might be our tireless slaves. Under a planned 
economic system, on the other hand, men, working in associa- 
tion, tackle the job of consciously controlling, to suit them- 
selves, their own productive system. The successful achievement 
of this control will mark a decisive step forward in human 
history,! 

It may be objected that it is more difficult consciously to 
control production than to leave the matter to the violent self- 
regulation of the profits system. In a sense this is true. It is 
always more difficult to exercise conscious control than to 
allow things to take their own com’se. It is “ more difficult ” 
to drive a motor car than to take one’s hands off the wheel and 
allow it to go into the ditch. It is, in this sense, more difficult 
to control our formidable methods of production than to let 
them control us. But since their control over us is proving 
ruinous, it is a difficulty which we must, and can, face. However 
inperfect our control may at first be, it cannot produce results 
one quarter so bad as does capital] sni to-day. In fact such 
control ■will, in highly developed communities such as Britain 

! In the case of tlie Soviet Union we con write “ has markeii,'’ 

Cs 
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and Amei'ica, result from the b^inning in general plenty and 
security and so transform human life. When men are in the 
saddle, and things have become the instruments of their will, 
but not before, we shall escape from the destitution, the inse- 
curity, and the violence which ai‘e presently destroying us. 



Chapteb V 


Incompatibility of the Two Productive Systems 

It is impossible to combine the capitalist and socialist systems 
of production. You cannot take both profitability and the deliber- 
ate decisions of a planning authority as the criterion of what 
goods, and of what quantities of goods, shall be produced. 
You cannot have it both ways. Either you must rely upon the 
supposedly self-regulating system of the market, drawing pro- 
duction after demand, by the magnet of profit, or you must 
scrap this mechanism and lay out your productive resources 
on a preconceived plan in order to meet a defined need for 
consumers’ goods. 

Imagine the confusion which would result from an effort 
to combine these two mutuaUy exclusive systems. Let us 
say that a state planning commission was set up in Britain or 
America to-day, while our existing social and economic system 
was left otherwise unchanged. The commission would have no 
difficulty, it is true, in finding both unused productive resources 
and imsatisfled human needs. It would find men and women 
who lacked clothes, for example, existing together with idle 
textile mills, unemployed weavers and dyers, and a surplus 
of raw cotton. Let us suppose, therefore, that the commission 
ordered the owners of the closed-down textile mills to open them 
and begin producing shirts and dresses and underclothes for the 
millions who are ragged to-day. 

Now at that moment the state of the market for textiles 
might be in one of two conditions. It might be such that pro- 
duction from the closed mills would be profitable, or it might 
be such that production would he unprofitable. And the market 
would necessarily be in one condition or the other. Let us see 
what must happen in either case. If production wei'e profitable, 
the owners of the idle textile mills would readily obey the 
instructions of the planning commission. Indeed, unless the 
commission acted promptly, it would find that the owners had 
opened their mills already without waiting for any instructions. 
In short,' the instiiaictions would be quiet unnecessary. 

But what would happen in the case of production being 
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unprofitable ? Let us suppose that the planning commission is 
armed with all the powers of the State and that it forces the 
owners to open their mills and produce. Week by week the 
operations of the mills will show a loss. Moreover, it will be a 
growing loss. For the appearance on the market of the additional 
supplies of textiles will, other things being equal, depress their 
prices to new and still more unprofitable levels. This cannot go 
on. The owners of the textile mills must either disobey the 
planning commission’s instructions or they must cease to be 
the owners of the textile mills. For they will go banlcrupt. 
Thus in one case the instructions of the commission will be 
totally unnecessary, and in the other they will be impossible to 
comply with. Hence, so long as our present economic system re- 
mains in existence it is guile impossible to organize production on 
the basis of a conscimis, pi'edetermmed plan. 

We have discovered here the reason for a phenomenon which 
everybody must have noticed. Every capitalist government is 
nowadays confronted with the problem of trying to find a use 
for resources of production which it has become unprofitable to 
use, and which, consequently, are standing idle. In particular, 
pressure is always exerted on such governments to find a use 
for the human factor in production; in plain words, to find work 
for the unemployed. Now, when large-scale unemployment exists 
in a community, a mass of unsatisfied needs always exist also. 
On the face of it, then, one would not expect that capitalist 
governments would have any difficulty in deciding what work to 
give the unemployed to do. Surely they will put them on to the 
obvious, urgent work of producing food and clothing and fuel 
and housing for the destitute Bub, we observe, our govern- 
ments never do anything of the sort. 

^Instead, they begin an elaborate seai’ch for what are called 
“ work schemes.” At a time when mUlions of the population 
lack for necessities the unemployed are put on to such tasks as 
maldng redundant roads, levelling pit dumps, planting forests, 
improving porks, and in America, for some unknown reason'’, 
above all, to building post offices.* 1 

1 Who SK larsvly* but not exclusively, the uneinployied tb^selvca. 

tThc alanneo UritUh traveller in the Unites! States sometimes feats that in a 
fe'w yean' time tlie whole land suiface of the United States will be covered by 
post ofBcee, ' 
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It seems as if some magic circle had been drawn round the 
ordinary, urgent work of satisfying elementary human needs, 
forbidding the unemployed from making a single really useful 
or sensible thing, condemning the government to rack its brains 
to discover some outlandish or unlikely task on which they can 
be set. And this, we now see, is just about what has happened. 
For under capitalism the satisfaction of all the main human needs 
is the exclusive prerogative of profit-making, and must neces- 
sarily be so if the system is not to fall into chaos. 

Hence the government must hunt round for work which will 
not in any case yield a profit, within a time attractive to private 
enterprise, such as afforestation, or work which is, by long-standing 
convention, outside the profit-making sphere, such as the collec- 
tion and delivery of mails. For the government cannot seriously 
invade the profit-making sphere without throwing the system 
into disorder. We have already shown what would happen if the 
government ordered the owners of the means for the production 
of necessities to employ the unemployed on unprofitable produc- 
tion. They would simply go banlcrupt. /Nor can a capitalist 
government (even if it would) build up, and man with the 
unemployed, new means for the production of these necessities.^ 
For just as soon as these new government-built, owned, and 
operated means of production began putting an additional 
supply of food, clothes, fuel, and consumers’ goods in general 
on to the market, they would come into the sharpest competition 
with the goods from the privatply owned means of production 
which could stUl be operated profitably. Down would go the 
price of every one of these goods. Soon even those private means 
of production which it had hitherto been profitable to operate 
would begin to show losses. As these losses accumulated it 
would be necessary to close down these private plants and to 
discharge their workers. For every worker, in short, which the 
government re-employed in its own factories, it would throw out 
another from private industry. • 

No, the two systrans of production will not mix. All talk, 
and the whole English-speaking world is deluged with such talk, 
of the planning of production under capitaUsm is nonsense. The 
veiy essence of capitalism, the great advantage which is claimed 
As Mt. Upton Sinclair proposed to do in California. 
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for it, is that under it production can be left unplanned, free to 
adapt itself to the changing pull of demand. 

But, it may be objected, capitalist governments are nowadays 
continually intervening in the economic field, and increasingly 
they do so in the name of planning. Surely this proves that in 
practice a cei'tain degree of planning, at any rate, is compatible 
with capitalism? No one would deny the frequency of these 
governmental interventions. Hardly a month passes without the 
British or American government announcing a new tariff, a new 
scheme for the restriction of this or that crop, a “ quota ” of 
coal, set as a maximum above which the coal mines of the country 
must not produce, a devaluation of the currency, an imposition 
of “ cuts ” in the amount of money paid out in social service, 
or a direct reduction in such wage rates as the government can 
control or influence. Such measures are undoubtedly inter- 
ventions in the economic life of the country. If we call them 
planning, then, beyond doubt, contemporary capitalist govern- 
ments never cease to plan. 

There is, however, a distinction between such measures and 
the kind of planned production for use defined above. Planned 
production for use means the deliberate allotment of the re- 
sources of production to making certain particular goods, and 
this, as we have seen, inevitably involves the planning of almost 
all the community’s available resources. For it must soon make 
impossible (as every capitalist spokesman correctly insists when 
he is objecting to “ socialist experiments ”) the allotment of the 
rest according to profitability. 

But the kind of economic measures which our governments 
now indulge in, and which they call planning, are of a different 
kind. They are measures designed to restore to production the 
condition of profitability, which has for some reason been lost, 
and without which capitalist production cannot be carried on. 
If we examine these measures we shall find that they all have one 
or ether of two purposes, frhey are all designed either to raise 
prices or to reduce costs of production by cutting wagM. The 
purpose of the group of measures designed to restrict production 
is, avowedly, to raise the price of the products of that portion 
of the means of production which Is still permitted to operate. 
If cotton and wheat acreage is legally restricted as in Americar 
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if fishing is often restricted to every other day; if the amount of 
coal which each mine may produce is laid down by law ; if the 
amount of milk and potatoes which each farmer may grow is 
fixed by a “ scheme ” having the force of law, as in Britain (to 
take examples from each country), — ^then such measures may 
succeed in creating a relative scarcity of these products, and so 
to raise their prices to a profitable level. They are a sort of 
economic contraception, a process of birih-control applied to 
the means of production, by which a certain proportion of these 
means of production are rendered sterile, in order that the price 
realized for the products of the remaining, and still fertile, 
means of production may be raised. K this elaborate creation of 
shortage is planning, then, again, capitalist governments never 
cease to plan. 

The reduction of the gold content of the money of the com- 
munity and the consequential issue of credits on a large scale 
is designed to have the same effect, viz. the raising of prices. 
Tariffs and imports-quotas also fall into this price-raising 
category. 

The second group of economic measures taken by capitalist 
governments are more direct in their action. They are designed 
to reduce the costs of production by reducing the amounts paid 
out for labour — either by way of wages or (where, as in Great 
Britain, these exist) by way of other payments made to the 
workers, such as insurances, pensions, etc. The purpose of both 
these groups of measures is to restore profitability to production 
and so get the self-regulating mechanism of capitalism into 
motion again. For profits are the difference between costs and 
prices, and they can only be restored either by raising prices or 
by cutting costs.) 

(' Now the government measures which we have listed may or 
may not be effective for the purpose for which they are designed; 
that purpose itself may or may not be self-contradictory in any 
degree. This does not concern us here. We are solely intent to 
establish the difference between such measures and anything 
which can be called planning in the sense proper to that wordi 
The measures taken by our capitalist governments constitute, 
if you wUl, plans for the better making of profit; they are plans 
to restore the profit-making system to working order. But that 
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system is itseK the antithesis of a system of planned production 
for use. The planning of our available resom’ces of production, 
so that they can be used to the best advantage to provide us 
with the maximum possible quantity of consumers’ goods and 
services, is a process, then, which cannot even begin till after 
capitalism has ended. 

The two systems are, moreover, mutually incompatible for 
another and more obvious reason. For capitalist production 
for profit can only be carried on if the means of production are 
privately and separately owned, while planned production for 
use can only be carried on if the means of production are pooled 
imder public ownership. The two systems of production are, 
in a word, each indissolubly associated with a particular owner- 
ship of the means of production. 

For a planning authority cannot begin to plan until it has 
effective and permanent control over a predominating part of 
the means of production. Unless it can allot labour, plant, raw 
matalals, and other productive resources in such a way as to 
produce its pre-defined output of consumers’ goods, it will 
be powerless. But so long as these resources are left in private 
hands their owners will not, and for that matter caimot, allow 
their use to be dictated to them by any outside authority. For 
so long as the means of production are in private hands they 
must, of necessity, be operated for profit, and not in accordance 
with any central plan. But this is obvious and amounts merely to 
saying that you must first get hold of your means of production 
before you can begin to plan their use. 



Chapter VI 

The Capitalist Method of Distribution 

The only rational purpose of production is consumption. The 
proper object of digging up coal, growing wheat, and fabricating 
motor cars, is the consumption of the resultant goods. Hence the 
economic life of any community cannot consist in its productive 
system alone. Fortin order to consume goods and services you 
must not only produce but distribute them. ^ 

The word “ d istribu te ” can, however, be used in two different 
senses. It can be used to mean the process of transporting goods 
or services from the point of their production to the point of 
their consumption. And it can also be used to^ean the process 
of sharing out the available supply between the individual 
citizens of the community'^ In this chapter we are concerned 
exclusively with this second use of the term, with the question 
of shai-ing out.^ 

Here, then, we shall enquire, not how goods and services 
are to be sent into people’s homes, but how we are to decide 
which homes they are to be sent into. We shall enquire how|[we 
are to share out the available supply amongst us a41. For, so long 
as the supply is limited, this question has got to be settled. It 
is second only in importance to the question of what goods and 
services shall be produced. 

Now the most convenient way (under any system of produc- 
tion) of sharing out a limited supply of goods and services is not 
to send everybody a certain mixed ration, whether equal or 
unequal, of the actual goods and ser^ces, but to (give people a 
certain amount of money which they can then use to buy the 
particular goods and services which they prefer, vp to the amotmt 
of the money which they have received. In other words, the ques- 
tion of how the supply of goods and services is to be shared out 
is the same question as that of how money incomes are to be 
distributed. For the distribution of money incomes will command 
the distribution of goods and services. JWhen we discuss the 

^The physical transportation of goods to the point of consumption is best 
regarded as part of the process of their produoUon — and has been so regarded in 
the above account of uie Productive System. All the estimates of productive 
capacity cited allow, that is to pay, for the necessary resources of production 
bemg used for this purpose. 
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question of distribution, what we are really discussing, then, is 
the question of how incomes are to be allotted. The question is: 
What are people to get paid for, and how much is each of them to be 
paid.^ 

Under the capitalist system we pay people for two distinct 
and different functions, ^n the first place, we pay people accord- 
ing to the quantity and the quality of the work which they do.) 
We call these pa)Tnents wages, salaries and fees. In the case of 
wages it is mainly a question of the quantity of work. The worker 
IS paid so much per week of, say, forty-eight hours of work. But 
the quality of the work — ^whether it is intense, like the work of a 
man on a conveyer belt, or comparatively leisurely, like that of 
an agricultural labourer, and whether it is skilled, like that of an 
engineer, or unskilled, like that of a general labourer — ^also deter- 
mines the amount of the wage. In the case of the larger payments 
for work done, which we caU salaries or fees, it is this factor of 
skill, of the quality of the work, which predominantly deter- 
mines the rate of pay . ® 

This is the first method of distributing incomes/But capitalist 
societies have also a second method. We pay people, not for 
anything they do, but for what they owndPeople are paid annual 
incomes if they own certain kinds of goems. This is nob true, we 
observe, of all kinds of goods. No one is paid anything because 


he owns a motor car, for example. But a person is paid an in- 
come if he or she owns a motor-car-making factory — or a shai’e 
in such a factory. This reveals to us the distinction.ljJ’ersons are 
paid an income if they own property in the means of productio^ 
They are paid an income if they own, that is to say, anything 
which has to be used in order to produce a supply of consumers* 
goods and services. They are paid an income, for example, if 


they own land on which crops are grown or stock is raised; if 


they own a mine from which coal is dug, or a factory in which 


goods are manufactured. 


1 Id investigating the capitalist method of distriMition shall ooitte upon the 
leason why out present economic syatem produces those laraentahle results which 
wa noted, but did not try to explain, in Chapter I, We ehall discover why an 
economic system founded upon the apparently exoelleht principle of allowing 
produotlon to be adjusted to demand by the magnet of profit prMuoes, instead 
ot the prtuniBed perfection, poverty in the oddst of potential plioaty, iUindtable 
injustice and waste. 

SThe b^worher does not always the best pay. Bat no doubt, on the longi 
run average, superior ritill does t^d in command superior pay. 
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If we ask why persons should be paid incomes in respect of 
such ownership, we shall be told that^his is done in order to 
induce them to allow their property to be used for productive 
purposes. And, indeed, such owners could legally refuse to allow 
their property to be so used. For the means of production are 
just as much their private property as are their shirts or their 
shoes.] The landowner could (and occasionally does) refuse to 
allow his estate to be ploughed, and could keep it as a pleasure 
park or a deer forest. The man who owns, say, a two-thirds 
share in a mine or factory can perfectly legally prevent produc- 
tion from being carried on there. Hence, under the existing 
system, it is necessary to pay these owners rent on their land, 
or interest on their shares in a factory, in order to induce them to 
hire out these indispensable means to people who want to use 
them for production. And it is clear that these owners will, in 
fact, hire out their means of production to the persons who 
agree to pay them the most rent or interest. 

B ut whence comes this rent or intere st which is paid by the 
people who hire and use these means of production ? j^t has to 
come out of the profits which the actual users of the means o£ 
production can make.M 

This raises the question of why the aforesaid owners of the 
means of production should not use them for productive pur- 
poses themselves, instead of hiring them out to others. The 
answer is that they often do so use them. In that case the owners 
get no interest or renJ,, but they do get all the profit which they 
can make out of using their means of production. They get, 
we see, more profit than would someone who had to hire these 
means of production before he could use them. For they do not 
have to pay, as he would, any rent or interest. Or, as it is often 
reckoned, they pay rent and interest to themselves, and so get 
the rent, the interest and the profit. 

/ The profit made out of the use of the means of production 
is, then, the essential sum which is paid to people in respect of 
ownership. For rent and interest turn out to he, as it were, sub- 
divisions into which profit is split up when their owners hire 

1 th6 “ actual users ” of the means of produrtlou I do not here mean the 
manual and technical workers who do the joh of pioduntion, but the “ eutre- 
pieueur ” who first hires these means fiom their owners (if these owneis do not 
choose to use them themselves) and then hires the actual workers to opexste tbrtn. 
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out the means of production, instead of using them themselves. 

Where, then, does profit come from? There is no doubt oi. 
mystery about it. The owners of the means of production are 
paid a profit by the rest of us, because unless we do pay them 
this profit they will not allow us access to those indispensable 
means of production, without which we cannot feed, shelter or 
house ourselves. It is their ownership of the only available 
land, the workable minerals, and the essential means of fabricat- 
ing such raw materials into finished goods, which forces all the 
rest of the population to pay money to these persons. Moreover, 
(go powerful is the bargaining power which these people derive 
from the fact that the rest of the population simply cannot get 
on at all without their means of production, that they are able 
to appropriate pretty well everything over and above what the 
rest of the population must keep in order to live and worli^ 

To put it in terms of goods and services, instead of money, 
the owners of the means of production are able to appropriate 
for themselves nearly all the goods and services produced over 
and above what are needed to keep the non-owners going. For 
if ever, and whenever, the non-owners try to pay them less, and 
so keep some more for themselves, the owners refuse to allow 
the use of their mines, land, or factories; they “ loek out,” as 
the phrase goes, those who wish to use their property for produc- 
tive purposes. And this nearly always forces the non-owners to 
come to terms with them; for the non-owners must starve unless 
they can get the use of these indispensable means of production. 

Thus, ^ the owners, or capitalists, get the difference between 
the value of all the goods which are produced in the whole 
productive system and the value of the goods which have to be 
given to the non-capitalists to live on. Clearly, then, the 
■ capitalists would get nothing if the non-capitalists could produce 
no more than was necessary to kfeep themselves alive. But 
nowadays the non-capitalists can produce much more than this 
amount; and dmost the whole surplus above this amount goes 
to the capitalists,'^ 

This is where profit comes from. The effective, legally 

1 We need here, the reader viU see, sopre ocn eo(nT>>^henijive temi le cover 
tent, Intetegt and profit; to cover, that is to say, all loi-ume derived from ovDer, 
ship In the means of production. Marx coined sudi aterru isurptus value. 
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protected, ownership of the means of production by private per- 
sons necessitates the payment to these persons of incomes (and 
of very large incomes) in respect of this ownership. Moreover, as 
we saw in the previous chapters, ^he payment of these incomes 
by way of profits is not only necessary in order to induce the 
owners to allow their property to be used for production; it is 
also necessary as the regulator of the systemj, We saw that any 
system, such as capitalism, which relies upon production adapt- 
ing itself to the pull of demand must use profitability as a test 
of what is, and what is not, to be produced. Only those things 
which it is profitable to produee can, under such a system, be 
allowed to come into existence. We see, then, that our present 
■"method of distributing our supply of products is a necessary 
part of our whole economic system. Under capitalism it is 
‘entirely necessary that men and women should be paid not only 
for the work they do, but also for the property they own. If you 
tried to run capitalism without paying the owners of property 
in the means of production their rent, interest and profit you 
would destroy both the incentive and the regulator of the system. 

( 

This necessity of paying large incomes to the relatively small 
group of the owners of the means of production is, however, 
the cause of those disastrous characteristics of capitalism which 
we noted in Chapter I. For it is this necessity which forces 
capitalism to distribute money incomes with little regard to the 
real needs of their recipients. This is what has caused money 
demand to diverge so disastrously from human need. This is 
what has brought about that supremely evil state of affairs in 
which it is profitable to produce the silly luxuries of the rich, 
and unprofitable to produce the urgent necessaries of many 
millions of the population. 

Moreover, although this is by no means so obvious, it is this 
gross maldistributimir of income which is at length making it 
impossible for capitalism to allow some 20 per cent of us to 
produce anything at all. 



Chapteb VII 


The Changing Shape of Capitalism 

The neces&ity of paying very large incomes to the owners of 
the means of production is making capitalism so lopsided as 
.to be unworkable. 

I This only becomes apparent if we think in terms of goods 
mstead of money. So long as we think in terms of money there 
seems nothing impracticable about giving one man, say, a 
thousand times as high an income as another. It is often done. 
We may or may not think such a procedure just, hut there does 
not seem to be anything about it likely to disorganize the 
productive system. The payment of such disproportionately 
large money incomes does not, after all, mean any decrease in 
the total amount of purchasing power distributed. The net 
amount of purchasing power distributed remains the same, for 
example, if you give 1,000 men £1 a week each as if you give one 
man £1,000 a week. Hence the maldistribution of money incomes 
cannot in itself cause any net deficiency in demand. And capital- 
ism is obviously suffering from precisely such a deficiency. 

But now think of the matter in terms of goods. To give one 
man a thousand times as many goods and services as another is 
impracticable. For one man cannot possibly use a thousand times 
as many goods and services as another. Why, one man can 
scarcely eat twice as much food as another, let alone a thousand 
times as much; and no matter how rich a man may be, we defy 
him to sleep in more than one bed or wear more than one suit of 
clothes at a time. The contemporary rich have, it is true, de- 
veloped great ingenuity in the matter of wasteful and useless 
expenditure. But they do not manage to consume anything like 
the number of goods and services by the value of which their 
, incomes exceed the average incomes of the wage earners. 

It is important to trace the economic consequence of this 
situation. The capitalist system (contrary to the opinion of some 
Its less informed critics) does distribute, by way of wages, 
salaries, rent, interest, and profit, enough purchasing power to 
buy all the goods and services which it produces/ But it dis- 
Wbntes this purchasing power so unevenly that in fact by no 
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means all the consumable goods and services which are produced, 
far less all that could be produced, can find a market. So much of 
the available purchasing power is given to so few people, and so 
little is given to so many people, that the many poor cannot buy 
the goods and services which they need, and the few rich do not 
need the goods and services which they can buy.^^ 

As the rich will not buy these, to them, useless goods and 
services, and the poor cannot buy them, no one buys them. They 
do not find a market, and so cannot be profitably produced. The 
familiar demonstration that nothing much can be wrong with 
capitalism because it can be shown to distribute enough pur- 
chasing power to buy all the commodities which it produces is a 
case of the fallacy of averages. It can be shown, for instance, 
that in the production of 100 £6 beds £500 are distributed. But 
this will not necessarily mean that all the beds can be sold. If 
£400 is given to one man and £2 each to 60 men, the 50 men may 
not each buy two-fifths of a bed, and the one man may not buy 
80 beds. Some of the 50 men may not be able to afford to buy 
even one bed and the one man will almost certainly have no use 
for 80 beds. An important proportion of the beds will in these 
circumstances remain unsold. The maldistribution of purchasing 
power can have the same effect upon the productive system as 
an insufficient distribution of piuchasing power. Here, then, we 
have an explanation of why we cannot under capitalism use an 
important part of our means of production to satisfy our wants : 
of how poverty and plenty, destitution and unemployment, can 
co-exist. 

At this point the reader will surely be feeling that we have 
proved too much. “ If all this were really true,” he may object, 
“ capitalism must have broken down long ago. For if the in- 
comes of the rich are so large as to be unspendable, their re- 
cipients must simply hoard them. This must cause a continually 

1 The pioposals of the Douglasltes and other ouicenc^ leformera are based on 
the view tlmt capntalism does not distiibute enough money to sell its products 
at profitable prices. We noticed (p. 28) that their propusals for deahns with 
this supposed diillcully broke down because they provided no recalatOT for the 
productive system. We now see that this analysis of our troubles u itself faulty, 
For the tea) trouble is that capitahsm dutributea so much money to so few people 
that this money is not available for buying consumers' goods. And this imiao. 
terisUc of capitalist distribution is, as we have seen, an inevitable consequence of 
the pnvate owneiship of the means of produotton. AU cummoy reform, schemes 
leave this ownership intact. Hence they cannot help us, 



80 


THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM 


increasing deficiency in money demand, a chronic and never 
alleviated inability to seU a large proportion of the output of 
industry. But no system which produced results as bad as that 
could have survived until now. The mere continued existence of 
capitalism proves that some way of getting over this difficulty 
of maldistributed purchasing power must have been found.” 

The objecting reader is perfectly in the right. There must 
obviously be something which the rich can buy with their 
enormous incomes, so that they do not simply have to hoard the 
money. There-is. The owners of the means of production do not 
spend upon consumers’ goods or services the vast sums wliich 
have to be paid them so long as we maintain the capitalist 
system. But they can, and do, spend those incomes on buying 
new means of production. Wiih the money derived from their 
ownership of the means of production they buy further means of 
production^ so that their ownership of this particular kind of 
property is continually increased. 

To go back to our example; the man who is paid £400 for the 
use of his property in making 100 beds will not buy 80 beds; but 
he very likely will use this money to build a new bed-making 
factory. To repeat the point in general terms, the large blocks of 
purchasing power distributed by way of rent, interest and profit 
to a few individuals cannot be used to buy consumers’ goods, 
but they can be, and are, used to buy means of production.^ 
And the productive system, obedient as ever to the pull of money 
demand, swings away from the production of consumers’ goods to 
the production of means of production. Those resources of produc- 
tion which the extremely unequal distribution of income makes 
it impossible to use for one purpose can be used for the other. 

' ^ To put the point into onr familiar Qnanoial terminolog^f , the rich neither 
spend nor hoard their ineomes, but reinvest them. We have implied above that 
the ritdi simply cannot spend their incomes on consumers' goods, and this is 
literally true of the richest member of the contemporary capitalist doss. But as 
a matter of fact, the owners of the means of production have always saved a 
great deal of income which they could have used for buying luxury consumers' 
goods and services. For the hiatoriaaJ tradition of capitalism is accumulative. It 
WHS accumulation, rather than cleanliness, which stood next to godliness in 
the hierarchy of nineteenth' century virtues. Nor, as we shall see immediately, 
was this aU mapptopriate point of view for the then existing economic situation. 
Bence the reader must not auppoac that the owners of the means of production 
save nothing unt0 their wwers of spending ore exhausted. On the contrary, 
many of them live relatively frugal lives and save as much as 90 per cent of their 
tneomes, thereby considerably accelerating the general developtncnt pf thp 
t^stem outlined m this chapter, 



THE CHANGING SHAPE OF CAPITALISM 


81 


At first sight this seems to be a complete solution of the 
difficulty. It seems to disprove our former allegation that a 
sufficient maldistribution of income wiU make it impossible to 
use aU of a community’s productive resources. AH that need 
happen, we now see, is that, as the distribution of income 
becomes more and more unequal, more and more of the com- 
munity’s resources must be used for producing means of produc- 
tion, and less and less for producing consumers’ goods. 

What, then, is the difficulty? The difficulty is that the re- 
investment of their property-derived incomes by the rich — ^the 
p urch ase, that is to say, of ftuiher means of production — ^while 
undoubtedly enabling the system to function for a definite 
mstorical period, is a solution which steadily makes the problem 
more acute. For the only ultimate rational purpose of production 

is, we repeat, consumption. The only rational purpose of building 
up new means of production is to use them to produce consumers’ 
goods. But now we have discovered that, as, under capitalism, 
these new means of production will also be privately owned, the 
income which their use will create will be so unequally distributed 
that it will be impossible to use the larger part of it to buy the 
consumers’ goods which these new means wiU turn out. Therefore 

it. np.n nnly hA gtilL-eurt.hCT-jpwflns. But when this 

third series of means has come into existence, they, too, will be 
privately owned, and the larger part of the income created by 
their use will be distributed to a few persons by way of rent, 
interest, and profit, and so will not be available for purchasing 
consumers’ goods. 

And so on and so on. This process is usually called “ the 


1 This proportion is determined hy the proportion in which the community 
saves and spends its income. We now see that the proportion of saving to spend- 
ing is, under capitalism, itself determined by the de^ce to whidi income is un- 
equally distributed. For the rich wiU dearly have to save, and the poor to spend, 
a high proportion of their incomes. 

There is another point in this connection. A great part (in Britain a predom- 
inant part) of the total income derived from ownership in the means of produc- 
tion is not now distributed to the individual capitalists at all. It is retained in the 
hands of the capitalist class, os a class. For it is acoiimuiatcd and reinvested 
(used, that is to say, to buy new means of production) by the great or^niaations 
of the capitalist doss, the large-scale industrial Joint Stock Companms, Trusts, 
and Banks. For a variety of reasons tliese great organizations now prefer to 
plough back " a large part of their profits directly into tlicir own industries 
instead of distributing these profits to their individual shareholders and then 
raising the money again from them. The reader will see that this method of 
accumpJotiDn makes no fimdamentai diSexence tp the way the system works* 
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accumulation of capital.” For capital coiisisL& of resources of 
production used in a particular way : used, that is to say, in this 
I particular way; used to create, to accumulate, new resources of 
Iproduction in a never ending series.* In Chapter I we saAv that 
the object of capitalist production was profit. Now we see that 
the object of profit making is, in its turn, the accumulation of 
^ capital. We see that the accumulation of capital, looked at in 
terms of real goods, instead of money, is the piling up in the 
hands of the makers of the profit of a store of a particular type of 
goods, namely, means of production. 

Now it is often said by critics of the system that the object of 
capitalist production is to make money, not to make goods. It is 
pointed out that a capitalist motor car factory is operated in 
order to create so many million pounds of profit, not so many 
thousand motor cars. The creation of the motor cars is merely a 
necessary means to the essential end of creating the pounds of 
profit. Wlien people say this they are really saying that the 
I essential object of the capitalist system is the accumulation of 
capital. And the accumulation of capital is itself only a financial 
way of describing the development of the means of production. 
For the lump of profit in which any successful act of capitalist 
production must result is but the financial reckoning up of the 
resources of production freed for the development of new means 
of production. The total profit of the capitalist class is, then, 
merely the financial symbol of the new means of production 
which it is the object of capitalism to create. Thus in the last 
K analysis the object of capitalism is to produce new means of 
I production. 

The process of the accumulation of capital is, moreoverj self- 
accet^ti^g. The new means of production which are created by 
the savings of the rich axe now usually of a different kind to the 
means of production which they replace. They axe more efficient, 
or more highly mechanized, as we say. But what do such words 
hs ” mechanized ” and “ efficient ” mean ? They mean that the 

* We &ie using the terms means of produotion and lesourees of prodactaon 
almost synonymously. But the term resources of produotlon seems to me to carry 
a wider connotation, 1 uSe it in. passages where it Is important to emphasize that 
what is teterred to ore not mer^ machines, eto., but also such things as available 
power aDd^ above all, the command of sldUed and uosIdUed labour. 
Another tenn often Used synonymously is factors of produotion, 
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production to which they refer is carried on less by means of 
human labour, and more by means of aU Itinds of plant and 
machinery. And, as we saw just now, income is, under capitalism, 
distributed both in respect of work done and in respect of plant 
and machinery owned. Hence, if for the production of a partic- 
ular batch of goods — say our 100 beds again — less work, and 
more plant and machinery, are now needed, it must mean that 
more income will be distributed by way of rent, interest, and 
profit to the owners^ and that less income will be distributed by 
way of wages and salaries to the now less numerous earners. 

Yet, as we saw, the earners will spend their incomes predomi- 
nantly on consumers’ goods, while the owners will spend theirs 
predominantly on new means of production. And this third lot of 
means of production, when it comes into existence, will be still 
more efficient and mechanized. Its creation will result, therefore, 
in a still more unequal distribution of income. More will go to the 
owners by way of rent, interest and profit for the Trse of their 
ever more essential means of production, and less will go to the 
earners to pay them for their now less necessary work. A capi- 
talist community must, then, not only use an ever higlier and 
higher proportion of its resources for building up new, and ever 
newer, means of production ; but the pace at which this change of 
^proportion takes place must be an accelerating one. 

(Another development of capitalism is closely associated with 
this progressive transformation in the nature of the means of 
production from small and simple to large and complex. For, both 
as a cause and as an effect of the worse and worse distribution of 
income necessitated by the growth of the means of production, 
ownership of the means of production becomes less and less 
s cattered, individual and . comp etitive and more and more 
eb neentrated. corporate and mon opolis t ic. It is almost always 
the owners of the old means of production who are ahle to buy 
the new, with the income derived from their original ownership. 
Moreover, within the class of owners it is above aU the large 
owners who are able, with their large profits, to buy a pre- 
dominant part of the new means which are continually coming 
into existence^ We have only to think of the typical capitalist 


enterprise of the middle of the last century, the Lancashire or 
New England cotton mill, usually owned by a partnership, and 
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compare it with the typical capitalist enterprise of to-day, the 
Imperial Chemical Industries or the General Motor Corporation, 
to see how fast and how far the process has gone, 

This^ process of concentration has had vitally important 
consequences. It has made the o^vnc^s of the means of production 
fewer and richer. It has meant that purchasing power is more and 
more distributed without regard to human need. It has meant 
that the remaining tens of thousands of capitalists who in 
Britain or America receive the really substantial blocks of 
purchasing power only spend a small proportion of their incomes 
on consumers’ goods, while the great mass of the population 
cannot anything like satisfy their normal needs. 

The process of the concentration of ownership has another 
and still more striking effect, however. It progressively modifies 
and qualifies one of capitalism’s leading characteristics, namely, 
free competition between the producers. Such free compel ition 
alone enables the system to be regulated by the pull of profit 
and the push of loss in the way which we noticed in Chapter I. 
It is clear that in so far as whole spheres of production become 
complete or even partial monopolies this mechanism is gravely 
impaired. The laws of capitalist development begin to be 
modified. 

This monopolistic stage of capitalism is necessarily reached by 
each capitalist state in the course of its development. At this 
point the impossibility of disposing of its products to its own 
poptdation beings to stare it in the face. It is indissolubly associ- 
ated with, it is indeed the very basis of, a vital feature of latter 
day capitalism which is now universally known as imperialism. 

< What happens is that each national capitalism, as it reaches a 
t given point in the development of its means of production, in the 
concentration of ownership, in the elimination of competition 
between its capitalists, and in the relative impoverishment of 
the immense majority of its population, turns outwards in secerch 
, ' qfiJm markets wMch its own development has destroyed cAhome. This 
necessity to turn towards economic (and consequently political) 
«£kpansiQn is experienced by all capitalist states at a certain point 
in thein, development. This necessity makes lyax recurrent and 
inevitable undei^ capitalism. But this fatal aspect of the develop- 
ment of capitalism is of such transcendent importance in the 
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world to-day that we shall reserve it for separate and detailed 
discussion in Chapters XX, XXI and XXII. Here we are merely 
concerned to give a general picture of the line of development 
inevitably followed by capitalism. 


I These are the objections to the solution of the rich finding a 
use for their now huge incomes by buying new means of produc- 
tion with them. If they do so they progressively accentuate the 
maldistribution of wealth, the concentration of ownership and 
the elimination of competition, until a point is reached when 
each capitalist community taken in isolation can no longer 
exist. |We observe that this is a difficulty which only arises with 
the passage of time, and the gradual creation of more, and more 
highly developed, means of production. 

Indeed, this characteristic of capitalism was once its great 
advantage. It was a sort of automatic self-denying ordinance 
which made it possible for society to go through that early and 
painful stage of industrialization, which we discussed in Chapter 
III, without there being any necessity for anyone consciously 
to face up to the job. It is only as and when a community’s 
means of production become higlily developed that this charac- 
teristic of the capitalist system becomes the curse and the 
monstrosity which it is to-day. It is only when we already have 
means of production which could (without stinting their further 
development) give us all plenty and security, that it becomes a 
criminal absurdity to keep the mass of the population in destitu- 
tion, and devote ourselves to creating still further means of 
production, which in their turn can never be used for anything 
but giving birth to still more such means, in an infinite series. 

I have written so far as if it were possible^ though very odd, 
to go on using sm ever increasing proportion of our productive 
resources for the further development of these resources, and 
an ever decreasing proportion for satisfying our present wants. 
But be yond a certain point this is not even possible. Beyond a 
certain point (and it is a point which we in America and Britain 
have reached) , it becom es periodically impossible, because 
u nprofitable, even t o go o n developing our resource s of 
production. 
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The picture we have drawn of a system using all its means 
of production, but using an unreasonably high proportion of 
them for creating new means, is now only approximated to by 
capitalism at the very height of a boom. (And even then, as in 
America in 1929, which was the greatest boom in the history 
of capitalism, 19 per cent of these means, we saw, remained 
idle.) To-day the normal, characteristic, situation of capitalism 
is, on the contrary, one in which it is as impossible to use a 
substantial proportion of our means of production for their own 
fm-ther development as it is to use them to produce consumers’ 
goods. For it becomes less and less profitable to develop new 
means of production which can never be used, or at best can 
be used only to produce stiU further means of production, which 
in turn can be used only — and so on and so on. In fine, (the hard 
fact that the only ultimate use of means of production is not 
to create a pyramid of ever newer means of production, but 
actually to produce an increased supply of consumers’ goods, 
is beginning to assert ItseK. ) 

This, then, is the contradiction in eapitalism to which com- 
munists and socialists often — and often none too explicitly — 
refer. Capitalist methods of production and distribution (and 
they are indissolubly linked together) provide an effective (if 
ruthless) method of industrializing the world; but they cannot 
perform any other function. When once the primary process of 
industrialization has been accomplished, the difficulties of the 
system thicken upon it. The very characteristics which were its 
principal advantages become its fatal defects. The frugality 
which it forced u pon the greater nart of -the jpopplation once 
enabled it to free resources of production for industrialization. 
But in the last resort the only purpose of Adustrialization is to 
enable the population to enjoy a more copious supply of goods 
and services. Hence ^he very feature of capitalism which once 
made industrialization possible now makes it impossible for 
nine-tenths of us ever to enjoy the fruits of industri^zation. 

It is important to notice this fact of the eo&r changing 
character of capitalism in relation to the technical and s^al 
environm^t which it creates and within which it operates. For 
this is the carux of the matter. Without a realization of this 
dynanne, changing factor, debate as to the natwe of c^^pitiS!l%iqL 
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inevitably becomes ban'en. The contradiction between capital- 
ism’s ability to produce and its inability to sell its products is 
not a simple, flat, unchanging arithmetical factor, such as it 
would be if the system did not distribute enough purchasing 
power to buy all the goods and services which it produces. {It 
does distribute enough purchasing power, but it distributes it 
so mievenly that a large proportion of it cannot be used to buy 
consumers’ goods and services. There was a solution, and, in a 
sense, a socially advantageous solution, for this difficulty. This 
solution was provided by the allocation of a very high propor- 
tion of the community’s resources of production to the further 
development of these resources. ) 

It is only now that this solution is becoming unworkable. As 
our productive resources become adequate, both to give us 
plenty of consumers’ goods and services and to continue their 
own further development at at least the existing pace, it becomes 
impossible within the limits of capitalism to use them for either 
task. The contradiction between the heaping up of new means 
of production and the holding down of the purchasing power of 
the mass of the population becomes ever more insoluble. 

The capitalist economists are themselves beginning to notice 
that there is something queer about the fact that in a depres- 
sion it is necessary, in order to make the production of new 
means of production profitable again, to cut down the popula- 
tion’s power to purchase consumers’ goods. For they cannot 
fail to realize that in so doing they are making impossible the 
use of the new means of production when they come nito being 
— or at best are making it inevitable that these new means of 
production shall be used for the self-perpetuating task of pro- 
ducing still furthei^ineans of production, alone. When they 
strike on this difficulty they are very near to a consciousness of 
the basic contradiction of the system; namely, the unceasing 
growth of the disproportion between every capitalist society’s 
means of production and the purchasing power which it can 
distribute to the mass of the population. 

It is the disproportion between these two factors that matters. 
It is true that at certain times and places the purchasing power 
of the population of particular capitalist commumties has 
grown fairly considerably. Capitalist economists calculate that 
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the per capita purchasing power of the British population has 
grown four-fold in the last hundred and fifty years.i A good 
deal could be said as to the basis of this calculation, but even 
if we were to accept it, we should be immediately confronted 
with the fact that the power of the British people to produce 
has admittedly grown at an incomparably more rapid rate 
during the same period. Thus there has been a continuous growth 
in the above disproportion dm'ing the whole period. 

During the earlier part of the period this growing dispropor- 
tion created no insuperable difficulties for the system. Indeed, 
society’s powers of production could not have grown nearly so 
rapidly if this disproportion had not arisen; if, that is to say, 
the consuming power of the population had not been rigorously 
curtailed. For there did not exist sufficient means of production, 
both rapidly to increase the output of consumers’ goods and 
rapidly to develop new means of production. It is only to-day 
that this holding down of the population’s purchasing power 
has become both the parent of the monstrous poverty-in-the 
midsl-of-plenly paradox, and also a barrier to the further 
development of the means of production themselves. For now 
the restriction of the population’s power to eonsiune, although 
it still frees productive resources for the production of new 
means of production, makes their use, even for this purpose, 
impossible. For new means of production which will obviously 
find no market for their products cannot be profitably produced. 

Something has turned into its opposite. What was a pre- 
requisite for the development of new means of production has 
become an impassable barrier to their further development. In 
order to understand economic and social phenomena we must 
observe them, not as they are at any one gk^en moment, but as 
they develop and change. And until wc xmderstand them we 
cannot hope to shape them to our ends. 

^ Sec Chapter XXVI for some discussion of this question. 
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The Two Classes 

The capitalist method of distribution has important social 
consequences. {It is clear that such a method of distribution 
must create two groups, or classes, of persons, the first of which 
derives its income from payments for its work, and the second 
of which derives its income from payments in respect of its 
ownership of property in the means of productionji The first of 
these tw'o groups or classes of persons are commonly called 
workers, and the second capitalists. Those who deny the exis- 
tence of these two groups or classes either do not understand the 
question at issue or are intent to confuse it. 

It is soihetimes argued, however, that income derived from 
the ownership of the means of production is not really distinct 
from income derived from work. For, we are told, those persons 
who own the means of production only do so by virtue of the 
fact that in the past they saved up a part of incomes which 
they derived from work. It was with these work-derived savings 
that they bought their means of production. Hence they are 
now just as entitled to derive income from such ownership as 
are those who derive their incomes from work. ^Income paid 
for ownership is justified, in other words, as merely a postponed 
form of income derived from workjin the phrase of the man who 
first advanced this view (W. N. Senior), it is “the wage of 
abstinence ” ; it is the reward which a man gets for saving up a 
part of his work-derived Income. 

Now this argument had at one time a small measure of truth, 
but to-day it has become a laughable error. It was once true 

1 It bos abeady been strongly emphasized that tltc capitaliHt method of distrl- 
bution is itselt but a necessary consequence of the capitalist method of produc- 
tion, i.e. of the ownership of the means of production by private persons and 
their operation for profit. Hence socialists usually, and witli scientific correotness, 
speak of the creation of classes os the result of the ospitolist system of pi eduction. 
This avoids the possibility of giving the wliolly erroneous impression tlint enpi- 
talist methods of distribution can be abohslicd without aboh^iing capitalist pro- 
duction. (And this is a common Illusion.) But since wc have expressly explained 
tliat this is impossible we may pci baps write that it is the method of uistnbuUon 
which gives rise to aiitagonlsiio social classes. Vor this is the observable, verifiable 
fact. But it must be clearly recognized that methods of distribution are always 
consequential on methods of production. 
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that the means of production were partly developed out of the 
savings made by the better-paid workers and small independent 
producers. (In Britain, however, even a hundred years ago, 
they were predominantly developed out of the savings of the 
landlords, who already derived their income from ownership, 
and out of the colonial plunder of the merchant adventurers. 
Indeed even in the case of America it is an historical illusion 
to suppose that the American industrial system was sub- 
stantially built up out of the savings of American workers and 
farmers. The real primary sources of American capital were 
imports of capital from Britain — ^themselves accumulated as 
above — and the profits derived from the slave labour of the 
negroes of the South.) But it is absurd to suggest that any 
appreciable part of contemporary property owners’ incomes 
comes from means of production which were originally bought 
out of savings which these propei'ty owners had made out of 
incomes derived from work, \To a predominating extent in 
Britain, and to a rapidly increasing extent in America, the 
capitalist class has become a hereditary caste. Its members 
dmve their incomes from their parents, and from their own 
siieeess in increasing the size of their ownership in the means 
of production. They have not bought their factories, their 
mines, their ships or their fields by saving up wages paid to 
them as frugal and industrious youths./ 

( Even our prominent, but relatively rare, examples of self-made 
men invariably owe their present large ownership in the means of 
production, not to saving pennies out of their wages as newspaper 
boys or half-time cotton operatives, but to their h^ck nr skill i n 
taking some sudden opportunity to hire on credit particular 
means of production from their owner. With these hired means 
of production they have made a large initial profit, and thus got 
started on the process of accumulation. Thus there is no longer 
any appreciable measure of truth in the view that income from 
property in the means of production is a postponed form of 
income derived from work, / 

It is important to notice that what places a particular indi- 
vidual in one or otjier class is not the size, but the souroe, of hi s 
income. For example, some workers'TiafS'lafget incomes than 
capitalists. There are highly specialized^ technical workers 
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who derive incomes of £500 a year^ from their work (not to take 
the individual cases of intellectual workers with much higher 
incomes). There are capitalists who own so small a portion of the 
means of production that they only derive, say, £400 a year by 
way of rent, interest, or profit. But such incomes do not make 
the first man a capitalist or the second a worker. (Though they 
sometimes give such individuals the attitudes of mind more 
usually associated with the members of the class to which they 
do not belong.) The rarity of these exceptions illustrate, however, 
the general rule that the capitalists’ incomes are large and the 
workers’ incomes small. The categories, capitalists and workers, 
however, are clearly defined, according to the som'cc from whidi 
income is derived, and are by no means synonymous with rich 
and poor.® 

"The political consequences of this division of the community 
into two great groups or classes are extremely important.* 
It will have become clear that the economic interests of these 
two groups are by no means identical; that the more of the 
available supply of goods and services is allotted to the workers 
by way of wages and salaries, the less will be left to be allotted 
to the capitalists by way of rent, interest and profit, and vice 
versa. Moreover, wc saw that in general the incomes allotted to 
the workers could not much exceed what was necessary to main- 
tain them in a condition fit to do their work, while the incomes 
allotted to the capitalists would m general be very large. Thus 
one class is enabled, by incomes derived from ownership, to live a 
life of plenteous security, whilst the other class can, by working 
long and hard, obtain incomes which suffice to maintain no more 
than scant, narrow, and, above nlh insecure existences. This 
arrangement is considm'ed by some members of the second class 
to be unjust. 

^ e.g. compositon on daily netrspapers. 

® Theiv are other social groups and numerous distlngiiishable buhdiviaions of 
tile two main groups. 

® It is quite possible for a parUoular mdlvidual to deilve some of his inoomc 
trom one source and some firom the other. And such an individual is undoubtedly 
half capitalist, half worker. There are a fair number of such individualB to be 
found, particularly amongrt brain workers, In Britain and America. But their 
relative number is so small that they do not perceptibly blur the distinotion. 
IVfoieover, they usually serve to illustrate the view that men’s opinions are, on the 
average, determined by the source of their incomes. For it can almost always be 
observed that such persons share some of the opinions appropriate to workers, 
and some of the opinions appropriate to capitalins. 
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Indeed, the historical developments of the last three hundred 
years have established in most men’s minds an ill-defined but 
strong opinion that this type of inequality between man and 
man is in some sense wrong. Hence the spokesmen of the 
capitalist class usually slur over, rather than defend, this feature 
of their system. When they do refer to it they often treat it as a 
necessary evil. They agree that this type of inequality is itself 
undesirable, but they assert that it is none the less defensible as 
the necessary price which must be paid for the extreme economic 
efficiency and stability exhibited, they say, by the capitalist 
system. If, we are told, this type of inequality were even modified, 
all incentive for human endeavour would be removed, and 
civilization could no longer be sustained. 

The claim that capitalism is either efficient or stable is a 
curious one; nor shall we be willing to admit the view that it is 
necessary to pay one class of persons very large sums of money 
in. order to induce another cl^s of pcrsoirs to work. We must, 
on the contrary, conclude that the social consequences of the 
capitalist method of distribution are disastrous. Our communities 
arc split up into two classes, sundered both by the fact that they 
draw their incomes from antithetical sources, and by the fad 
that the lives which these differently derived and grossly 
unequal incomes enable them to lead arc extremely dissimilar. 
The inevitable antagonism, now open, now veiled, now conscious, 
now unconscious, between these two classes, poisons the life of 
our communities at its source. 
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The Socialist Method of Disinhution 

The capitalist method of distribution has become one of the 
main factors disorganizing the productive system. Moreover, it 
produces injustices compared to wMch all other injustices are 
merely secondary and consequential. 

What, then, is the alternative socialist method of distribution ? 
It would not be possible, even if we desired to do so, to pay 
persons rent, interest or profit under a socialist economic system 
of planned production for use. For rent, interest and profit are 
paid in respect of their recipients’ ownership of property in the 
means of production. But, as we have seen, a system of planned 
production for use necessitates the abolition of private individual 
property in the means of production. You can no more stick the 
capitalist method of distribution on to the socialist method of 
production that you can stick (as is more often suggested) the 
socialist method of distribution on to the capitalist method of 
production. 

A method must, then, be developed of distributing amongst 
the different members of the community the supply of goods and 
services which a socialist system of planned production for use 
provides. How much shall this man get — ^how much the other ? 
Who shall provide for these children ? What shall this woman 
earn ? No questions pose themselves more urgently than these. 

trhe simplest principle of distribution compatible with a 
system of planned production for use would be to give everyone 
an equal share of the available consumers’ goods and service^ 
We have discussed an estimate of what each family in America 
could be provided with, using the American productive system 
to the full, on this basis of equality. Each family of four persons 
could earn, it was estimated, a mixed bag of all the types of goods 
and services which American families (when they get the chance) 
are accustomed to consume, to the value of $4,400 (£916) a year 
at 1029 prices. 

Many people suppose that this arrangement is what the 
’communists and socialists propose; but this is not so. They do 
not propose, either as an immediate or as an ultimate aim, the 
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provision of equal incomes to all members of the comniiinity. 
Marx and Engels, the founders of the modern communist and 
socialist movements, proposed a quite different method of 
distribution; and Lenin and Stalin have established this method 
of distribution in the Soviet Union. 

Some non-Marxist socialists, notably Mr. George Bernai'd 
Shaw, have, it is true, proposed equality of income as the method 
of distribution appropriate to a planned system of production for 
use. Mr. Shaw, in fact, makes this demand for equality of income 
the centre of his Avhole programme, and goes so far as to write, 
in his Intelligent Woman’s Guide to Socialism and Capitalism, that 
socialism consists in equality of income; that none who do not 
demand that incomes shall be made equal are socialists. On this 
basis neither Marx, Engels, nor Lenin were socialists. Now it 
would, of course, have been open to Mr. Shaw to explain to us 
why Engels, for example, was wrong in saying that any demand 
for equality of income which “ goes beyond the demand for the 
abolition of classes, passes into absiurdity.” It would have been 
equally open to Mr, Shaw to show us why he considered that 
Lenin and Stalin were wrong in not attempting to establish 
equality of income in the Soviet Union. 

But Mr. Shaw gives his readers no indication that this question 
of economic equality has ever been raised before, either in 
practice or in theory. He blandly ignores the thinking and 
experience of all the greatest minds who have ever concerned 
themselves with the problem, and lays it down ex-cathedra that 
socialism means equality of income. Can it be that Mr. Shaw 
simply does not know that the question of equality under 
socialism has been exhaustively discussed by all the important 
leaders of the working class movement ? Such invincible 
ignorance is perfectly credible. 

The matter has been, however, the subject of repeated, 
detailed and specific statements by leaders of socialist thinking 
and doing. Stalin, for example, s peaking to thfi^Tth Congresg of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union said that Marxism 
starts out with the assmnption that people’s abilities and 
requiremaits are notj; and cannot be, equal ,jf’ Again two Briti^ 
socialist thiiikers, Mr. and Mrs. Webb, have recently pronounced* 
upon the point. Their evidence is important for, although far 
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from sharing Mr. Shaw’s ignorance, Mr. and Mrs. Webb are non- 
Marxists, and in the past have been strongly anti-Marxist, 
writers who cannot possibly be accused of twisting ]\Iarxist 
doctrine to fit Soviet practice. “ At this point,” they write 
severely, 

“ we may observe that it is a false assumption, current 
among the uninstructed, and even among persons who thmk 
themselves educated, that the Communist Party in the 
U.S.S.R. began its task of building the socialist state upon the 
basis of identical incomes for all workers by hand and brain, 
on the ground that all men are born equal, with an inherent 
right to equal shares in the commodities and services produced 
by the co m m uni ty in which they live and move and have 
their being. There has never been any such idea among the 
Marxists. Quite the contrary. Karl Marx and, after him, Lenin 
were always denouncing the conception of an abstract equality 
betw’een man and man, whether in the new-born babe, or in 
the adults os moulded by cii'cumstances. In so far as individual 
communists have indulged in ideals as to how the wealth of 
the community should be distributed among its members, the 
slogan has always been one of inequality.” {Soviet Communism: 
A New Civilization ? pp. 701-2.) 


On what principle, then, is it proposed to distribute the goods 
and services produced by a socialist system of planned produc- 
tion for use, and why is the proposal to distribute them equally 
rejected ? Two methods of distribution are proposed, the one as 
an immediate, the other as an ultimate, aim. ^t is proposed, as 
the immediate alternative to capitalism, to distribute the goods 
and services produced by a system of planned production for use 
in accordance with the quantity and the quality of the work 
done. It is proposed, that is to say, to continue (for a time) to 
distribute goods and services along the first of the channels 
used to-day, but to close the second of these channels (namely, 
distribution by way of rent, interest and pinfit to persons in 
respect of their ownership of property in the means of production) , 
It is proposed, to put the same point in a diffm.’ent way,^o 
abolish unearned income, leaving earned income as the sole 
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nicLhod of obtaining a livelihood. Under such a system the one 
thing that a man can get paid for is his work.^ ^ 

This definition of the principle upon which purchasing power, 
and consequently goods and services themselves, are distributed 
in a socialist society covers, we notice, both the payments made 
to the "wage workers in Soviet state-owned industry and the 
payments made to the owner-producers in the producers’ 
eo-operatives, such as the collective farmers, in payment for 
their produce. For these latter persons, although they do own 
their means of production, are paid not in virtue of that fact, 
but in virtue of the fact that they themselves work with these 
means of production. 

' Although this change in the method of distribution is conse- 
quential upon the change in the system of production, its 
economic and social effects are far-reaching^ 

Let us first consider th e 0001190119 effe cts. (The princiioal tiling 
to notice is that such a method of distribution allows of the 
use of the community’s productive resources either for produc- 
ing consumers’ goods and services or for producing means of 
production in any deshed proportion. (That proportion will be 
settled, as we have seen, by the conscious decisions of the plan- 
ning authority, acting, of course, under the instructions of the 
community.) There can be no quesion of a distribution of income 
so unequal that there is no effective demand for the full attain- 
able output of consumers’ goods. For it is the gigantic inequali- 
ties caused by the existence of unearned incomes which malce 
it impossible under capitalism for an Important proportion of 


1 IT we put the point iii llite wuy, tiowcvci , we must immediately quality it. I^or 
it will at once occui to the reader Uuit Lheie arc large sections of tlie population, 
namely, children and adolescents up till the end of Uieir education, and the aged 
and invalids, who cannot work. A number of such persons are provided for under 
this hrst socmlitit method of distiihution just as Uiey are to-day. They icmaiu 
dependants oi one or moic ol the woikhic population. (This arranjErcmcnt is 
inextrieably bound up witli the family.) There lemoins, however, an important 
immbcr of Uic aged, of invahdb, and ol ndolescenls duiing oducation, for whom a 
socialist system ol distribution must pioinde. Accoidingly, old agu pensions, 
insurance buileilts for aecidenli. or invalidity, and bursaries for ail higher educa- 
iional work arc piovidcd, in Uie existing socinllst community, far more widely Ibati 
m any capitiiist state. But these payments do not momly the pvitidple that 
income Is distributed uniquely as a payment for work. For old age pensions are 
uleatly merely postponed payments for work wliicii has already been done, 
boholatsbips and biusaiies me payments hi oidcr to enable their recipients to 
qualify tbemselves for woik, and [laymcnts lor uocidciits and invalidity me 
insurances agalust the risks of aork. 
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the total purchasing power distributed to be used for buying 
consumers’ goods and services. The relatively modest differences 
between what workers earn, in a socialist society, according to 
the quantity and quality of the work which they do, enable 
some workers to buy more consumers’ goods and services than 
others. But they cannot possibly result in a worker being unable 
to spend his income. | 

\^This method of distribution guarantees a socialist society 
against that torturing, paradoxical tragedy of our epoch, 
simultaneous glut and unemployment) This is the simple secret 
of the Soviet Union’s freedom from glut and imemployment. 
For if the entire national income (other than what is consci- 
ously reserved for the further development of the means of 
production) is distributed to the population in payment for 
work, it can never be impossible to sell the entire attainable 
output of consumers’ goods and services. For exactly the same 
reason the compulsory unemployment of either men or 
machines can never occur. 

The other economic consequences of the establishment of such 
a system of distribution are somewhat dwarfed by this tremen- 
dous fact. Here is an economic system which, whatever its other 
disadvantages and difficulties may be, is able to abolish want 
and unemployment and establish plenty and security. 

We observe, however, that the level of income which American 
and British families might reasonably expect to enjoy under 
such a system would not be what the N.S.P.P.C. report esti- 
mated, namely, $4,400 (£915) a year for a family of four. That 
estimate was based upon the hypothesis of equality of income. 
This was a useful hypothesis for statistical purposes, but it must 
now be abandoned, since we see that it is not proposed to dis- 
tribute income equally, but, on the contrary, in proportion to 
the quantity and quality of work done. Hence some families, 
having, say, several skilled wage-earners, would undoubtedly 
receive more than this amount, and others, having, say, only 
one unskiUed wage-earner, would receive less. Thus under such 
a system (there will be (and there are in the Soviet Union) 
inequalities in the economic fortunes of families, due not only 
to differing rates of pay for different kmds of work, but also to 
the differing number of wage-earners per family, j 

Ds I 
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It is important, however, to observe the limibs of these 
inequalities as compared to the inequalities which exist in 
present-day capitalist Britain and America. First, since the pro- 
ductive resources of Britain and America are adequate immedi- 
ately to provide even the worst-off families ndth sufficient goods 
and services to enable them to lead decent, healthy, and secure 
lives, the worst-off family will still have on income adequate for 
this purpose. This is the cardinal fact. Fo]/ inequalities above such 
a minimum level of health and decency for all are qualitatively 
different from the inequality which exists between those who 
are destitute and those who are secure.) 

Secondji.the actual quantitative degree of inequality between 
different earned incomes is always small as compared with the 
inequality between earned and unearned incomesj) It is reason- 
able to suppose (on the basis of Soviet experience) that the 
inequalities between different earned incomes in socialist 
societies are normally of the order of magnitude of 1 as com- 
pared to IS. It has been calculated, however, that the “ spread ’’ 
of incomes in contemporary Britain and Amei'ica, between the 
unskilled labourer and the millionaire owner of the means of 
production, is as 1 to 40,000. 

This great diminution in inequality is, as we have seen, of 
economic as well as social significance. For while an income of 
fifteen times the minimum level can easily be spent on con- 
sumers’ goods and services, an income of 40,000 times the 
minimum level cannot be so spent, and must be in a large 
measure accumulated. But this means that it must be used to 
buy further income-bearing property in the means of production 
and so to pile up at compound interest. 

This brings us to the general question of prjyal&sssuxahlaitipu 
under socialism. Such a system is clearly incompatible with 
private accumulation, for private accumulation is merely the 
financial phrase for the continued purchase of the means of 
production by individuals. How, then, is private accumulation 
to be prevented? In the first place, we have seen that the 
enormous diminution in the'^equality of incomes, which is 
effected by the abolition of unearned income, makes private 
aconnuilaUon tumecessary) It will be natural for the individual 
to Sj^end his income op consumption goods and services. But 



THE SOCIALIST METHOD OF DISTRIBUTION 99 


what, it may be insisted, is there to prevent one of the recipients 
of the higher earned incomes — a highly skilled technical worker, 
for example — ^from saving up a large proportion of his income, 
and with it purchasing means of production ? 

The answer is that in a socialist system no means of production 
are for sale. No stocks or shares, representing the ownership of 
portions of particular means of production, are on the market. 
For example, it is no more possible for a man, no matter how 
much of his income he saves, to buy a share in a Soviet factory 
or railway than it is for an American or British subject to buy 
a battleship or a post office. In fine, thej ggal c ode of any state 
using a system of planned production for use pr events absolute ly 
th e passage into private, in dividual hands of any portion_aE the 

Tpeans nf prnilnAt.iop.i 

Thus the possibility of private investment does not exist under 
such a system. The recipients of high earned incomes can indeed 
save a proportion of their incomes; but when they have done so 
they will find nothing to do with their savings except to hoard 
them — ^presumably in the form of currency.® And in a society 
in which there is no need for the individual to provide himseK 
with security against accident or old age they will soon tire of 
such sterile hoarding. 

^ Except the tools used by Independently working artisans and the remaining 
peasants. That important pait or the means of production represented by the 
lands of the collective fiormers cannot, I think, be said to be m private, and aie 
certainly not in individual, hands. On the other hand, access to the means of 
production is restored to the whole population, which has almost completely lost 
such access to-day, by community and group ownership. 

® At present in tlie U.S.S.R. they can buy Interest-bearing Government bonds 
with them. It is probable that this will prove a temporary and transitional feature 
of a system of planned production for use. It is not, moreover, a quantitatively 
important feature and its origin in the eaily and dUBcult period of Soviet accumu- 
lation can readily be undeistood. I hazard the forecast that It will be ultimately 
eluninated. It w^ disappear as and when Soviet industry finds it possible its^to 
provide all the funds necessary foi aocumuIatlDn and as andwhen the motive for 
the individual to provide for his or her future has been ebmiqated, os it wiU be, 
both by sulbcienl^ compiehensive social serv ices a nd, still more, by the general 
plenty of the community. It may, no doubt, bWISSny years before this is wholly 
accomplished. And until then i ndividual savings bv wav of tmrohaae of Govern- 
ment bopdlj, whinh nn"l1ffl "jivvry «-ny nf prf W^UCtipn 

w ith them- arg imilfinhtftrily iMt»fiil «nfi.ni»nftRBB'y fanfaim nt i^/.^i iet econoimb 
sjstepi. The Soviet Govenunent has also sold some S& million of bonds to 
foreigners. These bonds are due to be paid off during the nineteen-forties and 
there seems no reason why the Soviet Government should borrow again in this 
particular way. In any case the amount of these bonds Is quite trivial. Th ey ate a 
feature of the prcBc nt transition *^ I f^ ^d eould not, obviouslv. emst 

I n a socialist, or pre dnminant.jy jinftialiiO-., ignTlil^ 
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We can now make another definition of a socialist system of 
planned production for use. Sitch a system is one in which con- 
sumers' goods, blit not means of production, pass into prhaie 
hands. 

This definition illuminates the nature of some of the con- 
fusions current on the question of private property under 
socialism. An essential pre-requisite for such a system is th e 
abolition of private property in the means of production. But 
this docs not mean that it is necessary or desirable to abolish 
private property in consumers’ goods. On the contrary, a socialist 
system will enormously increase the quantities of such private 
property in the hands of the immense majority of the popula- 
tion. It is one of the ironies of the capitalist “ system of private 
property ” that it leaves some seven-tenths of the population 
almost destitute of private property. 

The object of a socialist system of planned production for use 
may, in one sense, be defined as the equipment of the mass of the 
population with the maximum possible quantities of private 
property in consumers’ goods. The British and American people 
will have, under such a system, incompai'ably more private 
property than they have to-day — ^they will have incomparably 
more food, more clothes, more house room, more gardens, more 
motor cars, more of every type of consumers’ goods. 

Yet so utterly have we been confused by the vociferous 
spokesmen of capitalism, whose business it is to confuse us, that 
the now rapid increase in the standard of life in the Soviet 
Union, involving the passage into private hands of more and 
more consumers’ goods, such as food and clothing and motor 
cars, is described as the abandonment of socialism ! What would 
mark the abandonment of socialism in the Soviet Union would 
be the appearance of a Soviet citizen who o\ATied, not a motor 
car, but a motor-car-building factory, the appearance of a Soviet 
Ford, or Nuffield, or Citrofin, But of such an apparition there is 
not, and never will be, any sign. The ownership of motor cars 
by Sowt citizens does not mark the abandonment of socialism. 
On the contrary, the first task of a sociaJiit economic system — 
namely, the attaimuent of general plenty — will not have been 
fully accomplished till every Soudet citizen who wants one owns 
a motor car. 
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The Abolition of Classes 

Tub social effects of the socialist method of distribution are at 
least as important as its economic effects. For the payment of 
income in respect of work done, and for that alone, abolishes 
classes. 

As we have seen, the two great social classes into wliich our 
existing communities are split are distinguished by the anti- 
thetical sources of their members’ incomes. The less of any given 
total of production goes to the capitalists, the more goes to the 
woi'kers, and vice versa. This fiat opposition of interest is the 
basis upon which is built up the whole fatal dichotomy of 
modern society. It is impossible to exaggerate the benefit of the 
merging of these opposed social classes into a homogeneous , 
community, all the members of which derive their livelihoods 
from the same source and whose interests are, therefore, 
genuinely compatible with each other. 

Equality of opportunity, unattainable for a hundred reasons 
in any society dominated by a small class drawing its income 
from ownership of the means of production, can at once become 
a reality in such an enviromnent. It is true that in a socialist 
society the children of the higher paid workers enjoy advantages 
as against the children of the lower paid. But such advantages 
can be almost completely offset by a sufficiently comprehensive 
system of social services, state education, with maintenance 
allowances, etc. The more subtle social inequalities, the bidden 
but enormous advantages of being “ well connected,” correctly 
spoken, well mutiued and the like, which make absurd all talk 
of equality of opportmiity in capitalist society, do not exist. 

Again, the level of intelligence of the leaders of such homo- . 
genous communities will rise sharply. ^ For our contemporary 
capitalist sooietie.s draw nine-tenths of their leaders from a now 
largely hereditary ruling class, from, say, 16 to 20 per cent of 
the population.® 

^ Bor, needless to say, the abolition of classes viil not even modify soeiety’H 
need Hot leadeTsbip in every deld of human endeayour. 

*^ie mpilsliRt elaw h«» solidlSed into ft rif;id hereditao' cn^le to a greater extent 
in Britain than in Aineliea, and to n greater extent in Bastern than in Western 
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Homogeneous, classless societies, on the other hand, draw 
their leaders from the whole 100 per cent of the population. 
Thus the chance of the appearance and utilization of such rare, 
but invaluable, human types as geniuses, whether in science, the 
technique of production, literature, art, administration, political 
leadership, or any other field of human activity, is very sub- 
stantially increased. No Milton need be either mute or inglorious 
once the essential condition of genuine equality of opportunity — 
namely, a society free from social classes — ^has been established. i 
Above all, the abolition of social classes is the pre-requisite of 
social peace. So long as one small group of citizens derives very 
large incomes from the ownership of the means of production, 
and another large group derives very small incomes from being 
pei’mitted to work with these privately owned means, there is 
no possibility of social peace. The proof of this assertion is 
written into the whole history of human civilization. For until 
now there never has existed a civilized society which was not 
divided into a ruling and a subjected class. And never, since the 
dawn of civilization, has there been a period of voluntarily 
maintained social peace. 

Ainciica. But the procesb has gone much furthei than is supposed and pretended 
even in Western America. The second generation of the gi^t Amencan entre- 
preneurs are at the moment Just entering into their heritage. It may be permissible 
to paraphrase the famous passage from Henry IV and write; 

This is the Western not the Twktah Cowt, 

Not Amvrath on Amuralh aucceeds, 

But Edael Henry. 

1 There is a further point in this connection, which Mr. Bernard Shaw is fond ol 
making. The two mam classes in capita^st societies mtermarry to but anegl^lble 
degree. Hence the area of sexual selection for the comparatively small capiudist 
class is very restricted and the class probably suffers bom inbreeding, (The 
well-known degeneracy of small, exclusive aiistocrames is an example of whither 
such a tendency leads,) Xt is reasonable to expect that the far wider area of sexual 
choice open to every citizen of a homogeneous, olassless society will, over a few 
generations, have a markedly eugenio effect, and so increase the mental and 
physical powers of the race. 

It wound, I be dangerous in the present state of our ignoionoe of the 

scienee of eugenics to regard this as more than a reasonable expectation. But It is, 
at any rate, on incomparably more rational hypotbcsis than is the monsUous 
nonsense of “ eugenics ’’ as that infant scienoe is taught in capitalist states to-day. 
I say nothing of the delirium of fascist “ race theories.*’ But in England and 
Ameriea a bastard eugenics is ouitent in which the fact that the working class 
which Is permanently lU-norgished, ill-housed, lll-olad, and depnved of ade({|oate 
medical attention, or the knowledge of modern hygienic ptinclples, necessaxily 
suffers in physique, is used, not as an argument for improvtns the workers’ condi- 
tions, but in order to prove that the workers are of “ In^rior stock ” to the 
cajdt^ts 1 Of aU the nauseating perversions which smenoe undergoes under 
Inttei^day capitalism, this is at once the meanest and the most idiotic. 
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The communist and sociaKst theory of the part which the 
division of society into antagonistic classes has played in both 
the rise and the fall of the successive phases of human civilization 
is both elaborate and important.^ The essential historical dis- 
covery is that the rise of every one of the civilizations which have 
hitherto existed was associated ivith, and was dependent upon, 
the splitting up of an originally homogeneous, primitive society 
into a ruling and a subjected class. For it was not possible, until 
the contemporary leap forward in man’s capacity to produce 
wealth took place, to create a classless civihzation. All of the 
civilizations which arose were civilizations of a ruling class 
imposed upon a subjected class. For the ruling class appropriated 
to itself most of the advantages of civilization over barbarism, 
and imposed almost all of the burdens of maintaining civiliza- 
tion upon the subjected class. 

This arijangement represented an advance in human develop- 
ment, but it was an advance paid for at a high price. For such 
a class civilization necessarily involved a perpetual coercion of 
the ruled by the ruling, and a perpetual resistance to the ruling 
on the part of the rided. It was not lo be supposed that the 
subjected class would voluntarily carry the burden of a civiliza- 
tion in the benefits of which it hardly shared. Hence civilization 
has up till now been something imposed upon the mass of the 
population by a small ruling, and enjoying, minority. Until a 
way of abolishing classes was found, there could never be any- 
thing which could be called a voluntary civilization. The need 
for the ceaseless coercion of the majority of the population has so 
maimed, perverted, and poisoned all existing and past civiliza- 
tions that many of th^ noblest and most generous minds of all 
ages have doubted whether civilization did in fact represent an 
advance over barbarism. 

But now the possibility of a classless, homogeneous^ and so 
voluntary, civilization has arisen. Men can now produce so 
much wealth that the apparatus of civilization, with an evei' 
growing staff of administrators, research scientists, artists, etc., 
can easily be maintoined while setting ^side ample wealth to 
provide free and civilized lives for the whole population. The 
establishment of a civilization in the benefits of which the whole 

1 Wa dlaovas it In Chapters XVII and ICXX. 
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population can genuinely and substantially share, is, at Insl 
practicable. 

Limitless possibilities of development are opened to mankind 
by this fact. For no social form has been more artificial or un- 
stable than class civilization. In the latter stages of such com- 
munities especially, every activity, whether practical or theo- 
retical, of the ruling class is to a lesser or greater extent modified 
by the overmastering necessity of remaining a ruling class. A 
lime comes in the development of every class-divided soeiet}' 
when nothing can be done, nothing attempted, no thought even 
can be conceived, which may endanger the precarious stability of 
the social pyramid. By an all-pervasive system, which is the 
more potent for being only semi-conscious, the ruling class comes 
to repress, not only the subjected class, but also every free, 
lively, and creative impulse from within itself. For creative 
thinking would endanger its own regnant position. In such 
societies, in their stages of decay, the artist must not see, the 
poet hear, or the scientist investigate anything which may 
disturb the social equilibrium. And by degrees this, mandate 
comes to mean that they must not sec, hear, or investigate the 
most striking phenomena around them. 

For example, a man need not have the eye of an artist, the 
ear of a poet, or the brain of a scientist to see, to hear, or to 
understand the tragic conflicts of our epoch. He need only be 
neither blind nor deaf, nor mentally defective. Yet so pervasive 
is the power of class interest that the gi-eater number of the most 
gifted artists and thinkers of our existing ruling class see almost 
nothing of the real world around them. It is not, in the main, 
that the ruling class has to prevent them. They are themselves 
a part of the ruling class, and they perform, with it, the act of 
seK-mutilation which is now necessary to the preservation of 
their class in power. 

This stultification, of the creative powers of a ruling class, 
together with an intensification of the coercion of the subjected 
class, develops as and when the historic hmetion of each ruling 
class is accomplished. One hundred years ago, for example, when 
the capitalist class of Britain and America ccrtEiinly had a 
function, when their economic system of production for profit 
was the indispensable method of developing the community’s 
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means of production, notliing approaching the present degree of 
either characteristic existed. 

Men could still see and hear and think with comparative 
freedom, for the reality which they apprehended when they did 
so was not, as it is to-day, one sustained challenge to the existing 
social order. Nor was it necessary to devise new and elaborate 
methods of coercion for the subjected classes, methods which 
to-day are tending to turn the capitalist world into one vast 
prison house or barrack. For then the workers, however meagrely 
they shared in the benefits of civihzation, felt instinctively that 
the capitalists were the natural and inevitable leaders of society, 
who were performing a real function in industrializing the world. 

The justidcation for the existence of our ruling class has, 
however, disappeared. The ruling class of to-day, far from per- 
forming a function for society, must necessarily strive to shackle, 
thwart, or pervert every creative or progressive development, 
whether in the economic, the aesthetic or the scientific field. 
Those of the rich who elect to be idle have become demoralized 
and demoralizing parasites upon our communities, spoiling and 
soiling everything which they touch, degrading every value, their 
art turned to futility, their lives to waste, emptiness and decay. 
But those of the rich who choose to work do us far more harm. 
By their financial manipulations, their grandiose gambling in 
human necessities, they disrupt the economic life of the world. 
Huge blocks of capital are thrown from one financial centre to 
another, from London to New York, from Paris to London, 
and back again, either in pursuit of the possibility of profiting by 
a carefully created shortage in some necessity of life, or in flight 
from the political risks which they themselves have helped to 
create. The whole world becomes a gigantic casino; the pledges 
are ten million bushels of wheat, the rubber supply of a continent, 
or cotton enough to clothe the naked backs of Asia. One group 
of players wins, another loses. But the men, women, and children 
whose still unallcviated toil has produced this mountain of 
wealth are not even admitted to the tables. 

Moreover, the dice are loaded. Some groups of the gamblers 
have won for themselves positions of world power so strong tliai 
they can hardly lose, while others have been put to such dis- 
advantages that they cannot hope to win without a change of 
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place. These dissatisfied players arm, therefore, the producing 
millions under their command, for an attempt to reverse the 
verdict of the last slaughter; and whole generations must prepare 
to die in order that one group of gamblers rather than another 
may hold the loaded dice. 

To such fantastic tragedies does the continuance of class rule 
beyond its natural term condemn our world. It is fiom these 
enormous evils that the abolition of social classes can deliver us. 
The abolition of classes is the supreme social consequence of a 
socialist system of planned production for use, distributing its 
products according to the quality and quantity of work done. 



Chapter XI 


Socialism and Communism Distinguished 

The socialist system of distribution will, then, abolish social 
classes. But it will not create equality of income. Why, then, is 
this system of distribution preferred to, for example, Mr. Shaw’s 
suggestion of paying every worker an equal wage ? 

Now communists and socialists have quite as clear and realistic 
a view of what is called human nature as have the capitalists. 
In fact they have a much more accurate grasp of human nature, 
for they have discovered what determines human nature within 
wide limits. 'They are not only able to see, as shrewdly as anyone 
else, what human beings are like to-day; they are also free from 
the peculiar illusion that human beings have always been the 
same as they are at present, and will always remain the same in 
the future. 

Having a science of history, they are able, for example, to 
observe, and to account for, the fact that the hum^n nature of 
both the slaves and the patricians of classical antiquity was 
markedly different from that of either the serfs or the lords of 
the Middle Ages, and that the human nature of these latter 
feudal personages was different again from that of contemporary 
industrial wage workers and capitalists. In a word, they are 
convinced that there is no such thing as abstract human nature, 
independent of time and place. The nature of human beings is, 
on the contrary, invariably modified by any major change in 
the social system under which they live ^Undoubtedly, however, 
the immediately important consideration for the establishment 
of a new economic system is what human beings are like to-day. ' 
AmS to-day we have all been moulded by nearly two centuries of| 
capitalism, and before that by many centuries of feudalism and! 
of the slow and confused transition from feudalism to capitalism.* 

Now one of the characteristics of contemporary human beings, 
who have been modified in this specific way, is that ^ they are 
accustomed to work for an individual reward. This is a charac- 
teristic which, although it may now seem a fixed feature of 
eternal human nature, in historical fact dates only from recent 
centuries, and has been built up only as a result of the economic 
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conditions of tlio modern epoch. For example, such an idea 
simply could not occur io a slave — since he is not individually 
remunerated for his labour at all, but is maintained as an instru- 
ment of production, in the same way that an engine is fuelled or 
a draft animal fed. Thus the conception that men will work only 
inasmuch as they arc encouraged to work by increased rewards is 
a product of the developing economic system of the last five 
hundred years. 

During this period the main political task before humanity has 
been to break feudal fetters on ever rising powers of production. 
The developing capitalist class did this job by raising in men’s 
minds the hope of individual enrichment by way of increased 
work. The individual enrichment was presumed to follow in- 
evitably, by the laws of nature, as discovered by the political 
economists, from increased industry and thrift. But this pre- 
sumption was true within very strict limits alone. In general it 
held good only for those who were able to acquire, or command, 
some of the means of production; in a word, it held good for the 
capitalists, but not for the workers .(Indeed, the conception that 
individual prqfit is the only thing for which anyone will work 
necessarily remains a strictly capitalist conception, whicli cannot 
have penetrated the working class, for, if it had, the workers 
would never, on this theory, work; for they have no^ hope of 
making a profit, j 

But the wider conception that increased individual reward is 
appropriate and necessary to increased work has undoubtedly 
become a strongly established conviction of all of us. It is human 
nature, during and immediately after the capitalist epoch, to 
expect and demand such increased individual reward, although 
this has not always been the human nature of past epochs and 
will not be the human nature of future epochs. 

TEis particular aspect of contemporary human nature is a 
factor which cannot be neglected in the development of any new 
system of distribution. If to-day yre attempted to give equal pay 
for unequal work, wc should flout one of our most strongly held 
conceptions of justice. If the skilled worker got no more than the 
unskilled, if the highly qualified technician received, after j’cars 
of training, no more than the boy or girl whose first job it was 
to sweep out the factory, we should nearly all fee) that an 
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important and natural incentive to better work had been re- 
moved, and a grave injustice done. 

And for our times and for our circumstances we should be rigid. 
Enormously as man’s powers of production have developed, they 
have not yet developed to the point at which we can dispense 
with varying rewards to those who make varying contributions 
to society. Any attempt to impose to-day a flat equality of wages 
on all workers would show a misunderstanding of the real cir- 
cumslances in which we live. For undoubtedly such a flat 
equality would check and thwart the fmthcr development of 
production. Men and women, as they are to-day, would not 
always work well or hard unless they knew that harder and better 
work would bring them individual rewards.’- 

This is the first, practical, reason why communists and 
socialists reject the principle of equality of wages and salaries. 
To attempt to impose such an equality of pay to-day would 
show a failure to grasp the nature of our particular phase of 
historical development, both of the means of production and, 
correspondingly, of human personality. It would be to attempt 
the impossible. Moreover, and this brings us to the second reason 
for its rejection, a flat equality of pay would not only be impos- 
sible; it would also be undesirable. Such an arrangement, as we 
noticed above, is not proposed even as the ultimate goal of 
society. 

Complete equality of economic status, in which nobody is any 
“ better off ” than anyone else, is probably the vaguely defined 
ideal of those who feel intensely the monstrous injustices of 
capitalist society but have not devoted much attention to the 
question of what form of distribution would be " just.” Perfect 
justice, they feci, would only be acliieved by no one being any 
better off than anyone else. It is clear that this conception of 
what would be just conflicts with the former equally widely held 
conception that it would be imjust to pay as much for less intense 
and less skilled work as for more intense and more skfllcd work — 
more especially in communities which had established genuine 
equality of opportunity. 

’ Wo shall pluoiiia-le In the next chapter I lie dilTetenoe between this fuct and tlu> 
illusion that rnen and women would not work unless they hod the legal, tbough 
not the practical, possibility of private aociimulation. of aoqoiring a part of tlie 
means of production— in a word, of becoming oapltohats. ■ 
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Apart from this contradiction, however, it is important to 
notice how impossible it would be in practice to ensure that 
nobody should be any better oif than anyone else. As we could 
not avoid noticing in our discussion of the various statistical 
estimates of possible production, the family income, “ the 
amount of money coming into the house," is what matters most 
to a majority of the population. This family income depends, we 
saw, not only, and in some eases not even principally, on the 
rates of pay received by the workers, but on the number of 
workers in the family. Thus equal rates of pay for all workers 
would still leave a family of four which contained three earners 
thrice as well off as a family of four which contained only one 
earner. Short, then, of ceasing to pay workers in respect of their 
work at all, even at equal rates of pay, and giving each family an 
income in proportion to its numbers, equality of economic status 
could not be achieved. 

And even then there would be no equality. For every human 
being differs from every other, not only in their physical and 
intellectual powers, so that they can contribute different quotas 
of service to society, but also in their needs and tastes. One 
man’s health forces him to live a long way from his work; one 
family must have, because it contains several young children, 
much more house room than another ; one woman is, and another 
is not, naturally ascetic, and so on and so on. The distribution of 
equal incomes either per family or, still less, per individual worker 
would not then put people on an equal economic status. It would 
not answer that vaguely defined demand for justice which we 
noticed above ; it would flout our feeling that better work should 
receive better pay, and in so doing it would, at our present level 
of economic development, hamper most seriously the worldpg of 
a S3rstem of planned production for use. 

For these teasons the proposal to pay everyone an equal wage 
^vas decisively rejected as a matter of theory by Marx and 
Engelsji and was rejected In practice by Lenin and Stalin when 
they came to the actual job of devising an appropriate method 
of distribution for a socialist sodety. Marx and Engels advo' 
cated, and Lenin and Stalin have established, the system of 

of Jfce fiotfia Progttumt and Kageb’s Anfi'hUhting, 
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distribution in accordance with the quality and quantity of 
work done which we have described. 

This method of distribution is appropriate and necessary both 
to our present stage in the development of the means of pro- 
duction, and to contemporary human nature as it has emerged 
from its prolonged moulding by the capitalist system. But just 
because it necessarily bear.s many traces of oapitalism within it, 
it lias marked limitations and imperfections. We saw that it 
abolished the fatal and preposterous injustices which arise from 
the payment of incomes derived from ownership in the means of 
production. But it leaves in existence substantial inequalities, 
not aU of which can, in practice, be perfectly adjusted to ability, 
between man and man. These inequalities are large enough to 
require careful offsetting by educational assistance, etc., to the 
poorer families, if they are not to qualify effective equality of 
opportunity. 

Moreover, this method of distribution inevitably produces 
sharp competition between different workers for the better paid 
posts. (From one point of view this is one of its advantages.) 
Economic competition is eliminated, but what we may caU 
personal competition continues. It is clear that in such a society 
there is sLiU need for the “ keeping of order,” if only to see that 
the limits within which this personal competition may take place 
are not transgressed. And the “ keeping of order ” necessarily 
and always involves coercion. Such a method of distribution is, 
in a word, by no means ideal. It makes possible an immense 
advance on our class-riven societies of to-day. But it leaves in 
existence substantial possibilities of social discord. 

Is it suggested, then, that this is the best that can be done, 
that humanity must reconcile itself to this state of things as 
the furthest point to which social progress can attain ? This is 
not so. The above defined method of distribution is no more 
than a more“orless" prolonged transitional stage to a society in 
wKich the distribution of products will be based on a different 
prmciple. And the word communism is reserved to describe 
this second and ultimate form of society.^ Under communism 

1 Ultimate only in the sense that it is a^ far ahead aswe can8ee.Buttime tdU not 
stand stiU on the full attainment of communism. Humsm society will, on the 
Gontmiy. contmuc to change and develop, and, we may he sure, to change and 
develop very much more rapidly than It has evei done before. It is quite impoB^j|qe 
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consumable goods and services will be distributed according to 
need, and work will be performed according to ability. Do wc 
mean by that, the reader will at once ask, that everybody is to 
bo allowed to have as much of everything as he likes, and^ 
more extraordinary proposal still, that nobody is to be compelled 
to do more work than he wants to ? Yes, this is Just what is 
meant. But is this not an utterly impossible form of social 
organization — ^unworkable both because there would never 
be enough of everything to go round and because most people 
would not work at all, unless they had to do so in order to earn 
their livings ? Yes, such a system of society is unworkable to-day 
and will be unworkable to-morrow, when the workers of Britain 
and America are facing the Job of building up a new economic 
system. That is why it is not proposed as the immediate suc- 
cessor to capitalism. 

This B>;ji«siple of distribution has been defined in a well- 
^own phrase, “ from each according to his ability and to each 
according to his needs.” Men will be expected to contribute 
service to society according to their abilities and to take from 
the social store of wealth according to their needs. We shall find 
on examination that this principle of distribution (and not 
equality), however impracticable its early adoption may be, is 
the only one which can satisfy our vague and at present con- 
fiicting feelings as to what would be just. It alone will permit of 
the full development of human beings, and will eliminate alto- 
gether coercion from human affairs. Nor, when certain essential 
conditions have been fulfilled, will it be impracticable to adopt it. 

We have now outlined two distinct forms of social organiza- 
tion. 5'irst we described a system of planned production for 
use in which the products are distributed in accordance^ith 

for ua, hovever, to more than gtiesa at the character of theae dcvelopmcnta. T1 
aeoms reasonable to suppose that the aoJulion of men’s economic problems by the 
consoioua organization of the community’s eoonomlc life will seem to fbture 
generations an extremely elementary step in buman development. The socialist 
system of production and distribution, in particular, is surely but the A B C of 
community living. When that ABC lias been learnt, men vriii pass on to ottaclc 
far more complex problems — of which some of the most important may be of a 
piyohoiorioal nature. It may even be that there are fairly strict limits to the 
increase iii human bappioesa whiob can be achieved uulil some of these psycho- 
iogteat problems bave been solved. It is certainly useless, and it may be actually 
harmful, to devote primary attention to these problons to-day, however. Kor the 
establishment of a reasoiiabte cconopdo system is the sole tiossibie Joumiation tof 
wdittioiv. 
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the quantity and quality of the work done. This is socialism. 
Noav Ave have outlined a social system which is also based upon 
planned production for use, but in which the products arc 
distributed according to need, and work is done according to 
ability. This is communism. 

We also saw that it is impossible to establish communism as 
the immediate successor to capitalism. It is accordingly pro- 
posed to establish socialism as something which we can put in 
the place of our present decaying capitalism. Hence communists 
j work for the establishment of socialism as a necessary transition 
I stage on the road to communism. 

This is how Lenin used, and Stalin uses, the two words social- 
ism and communism. Marx, on the other hand, called a system 
of planned production for use, which distributed its products in 
accordance with the quality and quantity of work done, the first 
stage of communism, rather than socialism.^ The usage adopted 
hy Lenin and Stalin seems well established, however, and it is 
convenient. So in this book we shall use the word socialism to 
describe the one system and communism to describe the other. 
This, then, is the difference between communism and socialism. 

It remains to enquire whether communism, as distinct from 
socialism, is not a mere dream. It is not. It will be possible to 
base society upon this principle, as soon as certain psychological 
and material pre-requisites have been established.® It is the 
function of the socialist system of planned production for use, 
and distribution according to work done, to establish the pre- 
requisites of this higher l^rm of society, which is communism. 

1 Marx did so in tbe principal ^vork in whlcli he is intent on distinguishing the 
two systems, namely. The CriUgue of the Gotha Programme ; but in other places he 
often uses the woid socialism to describe the system of society which must succeed 
capitalism. The render will notice tlut wbjt we have here deOned is the difference 
between communism and socialism. This is an entirely different tiling from the 
political questions involved in tite difference between various British and American 
political parties, such as the Ilrltlsii Labour Party and the Communist Party of 
Great Britain, or the American Socialist Party and the Communist Party of tiie 
U.S.A. These political questiona ore discussed in the last Part of tills book. 

® Moreover, as usual when a hard and fast definition has been made, it is neces- 
sary to qualify it. A given society, while it will always no doubt be predominantly 
eitlicT socialist or communist, may have features of both systems. Thus in the 
Soviet Union to-day it is usually calculated that about one quarter of the purchas- 
ing power received by tile population coities to it. not in the form of wages for 
work done, but by way of all kinds of social and tree public services. And these 
sei^dces ore distributed on the basis of needs. Here, then, the cotmiiunist prinoipl^ 
of distribution is (dready mqklng its appeacaqcc, r ' 
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Two things must be accomplished before there can be any 
possibility of basing society upon the principle of from each 
according to his ability and to each according to his needs. 
First we must have the technical ability to create super-abun- 
dance. The means of production must be developed to a much 
higher point than they have yet reached, even in Britain and 
America. We must have equipped ourselves with machines and 
productive plant of every kind by means of which we can 
satisfy all our wants with a minimum of labour, and especially 
of toilsome, painful, or degrading labour. Science must have 
discovered ways of eliminating all of that huge amount of 
dreary, monotonous, primitive and heavy labour which is 
performed, and some of which is necessary, to-day. 

This technical pre-reqnisite to communism may be very 
much nearer the possibility of accomplishment than we are 
accustomed to suppose. The mere application to productive 
processes of the scientific knowledge which lias already been 
attained, but which, because of the decay of our present economic 
system, is not used, would, we are told by the younger scientists, 
vastly increase our capacity to produce. ^ To this must be added 
the fact, which we may already deduce from soviet experience, 
that science, freed from its present enslavement to profit, 
bounds forward. 

The rate at which, living under a socialist system of planned 
production for use, men can bring their environment under 
their command (for this is the broadest possible way of putting 
the pohit) is very rapid indeed. It would be futile to guess how 
long it will be, after the abolition of capitalism in Britain and 
America, before the technical basis necessary to give everyone 
as much of everything as they liked to have can be established. 
Tt may be that a hundred years would be too short an estimate ; 
it may be that it would be much too long.® Moreover, it is not 
particularly worth while even to attempt such jS guess, for the 

1 Jt js worth pointing out that no {Ulowance wag made for this factor in the 
estunaiea of productive capacity diseussed above. 

® Let us ranember the technioal progress of the last hundred years — ^bom the 
general application of the steam engine to the general eleetriflcation of produc- 
tion and Its automatic control by the photo-electric oell; and let us remember that 
technical progress can take place at a rapidly accelecatiDg speed, at something 
Bke geometrio progiesBlon. One achievement always opens up the piossibmty of 
many more. 
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second condition necessary for the appearance of communism 
will almost certainly take the longer to achieve. 

Before there can be any possibility of society giving everyone 
as much of everything as they like to have, and aslting from 
them only what work they desire to give, human beings must 
be given time to adapt themselves to the extreme reversal in 
the nature of their environment which any approximation to 
such a society will constitute. Up till now the condition of 
existence for nine-tenths of the human race has been unremit- 
ting and all-absorbing toil. To this toil everything else has had 
to be sacrificed. Nor has the extraordinary development of our 
productive powers during the last hundred and fifty years done 
much to alter this apparently eternal condition of human life. 
For, as we have seen, under the peculiar economic arrangement 
which we call capitalism, almost the whole of this increase in 
our power to produce has been automatically reserved for the 
stiU further increase of those powers. 

For a race accustomed from its appearance on the earth to 
scarcity and toil to be suddenly plunged into an environment 
in which a very moderate amount of pleasant work will suffice 
to provide plenty of everything for everybody, will be a reversal ‘ 
of fortune without parallel. It would be unreasonable to expect 
an even approximate adaptation to such a change in less than 
two or three generations. But this adaptation, too, will begini 
just so soon as the relative plenty and security of a sodaiistj 
system is established. 

It may be that we should waste and spoil the social store of 
wealth we had free access to it. It may be that we should 
idle all our days away in meaningless leisure if we were not 
compelled to work for our livings. It may be, in a word, that 
if we suddenly strayed into the garden of universal plenty we 
should barbarously misuse and destroy it. Bub we have no right 
to suppose that our descendants will be as churlish or as childish 
as we are.® 

1 And, of course, for providing an abundance of goods and services to the 
capitalist clasB ; but that also baa made UtQe difieienoe to the lives lived by every- 
one eiee, 

® Sven su^ inunature creatures as we ate would not be lUt^, however, to 
make impossible demands for goods if we were told that we could have everything 
we wanted without lestdcUon. Sven to-day, if we were told that we could have 
all we wanted, we should not demand ten motors, two stegm yachts, three 
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Men and women "who have never had the opportunity to 
possess the goods and services necessary to more than a wretched 
existence might gorge starved appetites, But to the inhabitants 
of a land in which want and insecurity were unknown, the idea 
of a man taking more of any particular good than he needed 
might well seem unaccountably odd. Again, we should be able 
to understand how work could become the main delight of 
life — a delight which men would not dream of forgoing. For 
already those fortunate few amongst us whose work is pleasant 
and interesting find in it one of the most enduring satisfactions 
of their lives. 

In any case it is always rash to declare that such and such a 
development in the way of life of mankind is impossible. To-day 
we smile indulgently at our great-grandfathers for declaring 
the railway an absurdity, applaud Icarus, and scoff at the 
generations of practical men who invented the myth in order 
to warn us of the folly of attempting to fly. Nothing is easier 
than such retrospective enlightenment. What is not so easy is 
to avoid committing the same mistakes as to the possibilities 
open to future generations. In this matter we run the risk of 
cutting very sorry figures for posterity. For as Engels remarks, 
the generations which will put us right are likely to be far more 
numerous than those which we so patronizingly correct. The 
world itself is very young. Life is in its childhood. The human 
race has only just been born. 

hundred suifca of clothes, mx houses, and the like. For In conditions of universally 
accessible plenty there irould be no one but ourselves to look after these posses- 
sions. Theie ivould be no one but oui selves to drive, and wash and clean and oil 
the ten motor cars — no one but ourselves to man the steam yachts, wear tlie 
three hundred suits of clothes, or do the rrork of the six bouses. The sole reason 
why the contemporary nch can, and sometimes do, demand goods on tlus sort of 
loxlicrous soale is because they are able to force dosens of the rest of us to work lor 
them. But, given universal plenty and security, no one could he forced into the 
service of any other individual. In such conditions none of us would demond more 
goods than we were prepared to look after ourselves. This condition would not, 
under conmumism, it is true, put nearly so straight a limit upon the amount of 
our ^sessions as it would to-day, for we are postulating a level of technique In 
which machines and mechanized devices would be almost aclf-mnintatmng, and 
easily replaceable nhen they became worn, and in which these devices had ^mi- 
nated most of the di udgery which the maintenance of possessions involves to-day. 

Qloreovor, some of the citizens of such acommunity would, no doubt, work some 
of their time on the job of maintamirg soriety’s stock of possessions instead of on 
production. Still, the amount of consumable goods of a durable character which 
nay individual would wish to acquire would be a good deal limited by these con- 
sideiations. And the amount of non-durable goods whldi an Individuhl coii 
consume is nartowly contepUed physiologicar limits. 
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Inccnlives to Work 

Men must have an incentive to produce. Unless it provides 
such an incentive, the best organised economic system will not 
create a single good or service. Moreover, an economic system 
should be able not only to induce men to work, but to work 
stead Uy, effectively, and willingly, and to prepare themselves 
for more skilled and responsible work. What incentives to work 
do socialism and capitalism respectively provide ? 

Now capitalism undoubtedly makes some workers work very 
hard indeed. In order to do so, it uses both rewards and punish- 
ments. The rewards are of two kinds. In the first place, capitalism 
rewards without stint those members of the capitalist class who 
work at the task of using the means of production which they 
OAvn. A capitalist, if he owns the whole, or the controlling part, of 
some particular productive plant, can manage the plant himself; 
or, if ho owns shares in a number of such plants, he can devote 
himself to bu3nng and selling those shares. The individual re- 
wards obtainable by such work are often enormous. Again, the 
more successful members of the professional classes, e.g. lawyers, 
doctors, actors, accountants, authors, engineers, are often 
highly rewarded for their work. They are sometimes so well 
paid as to be enabled to acquire, by one means or another 
(often by marriage, for example), property in the means of 
production and so to merge with the capitalist class. 

Now many people sincerely suppose that capitalism gets the 
work of the world done by offering this type of reward. They 
suppose that the mass of the manual and clerical workers are 
induced to work by the prospect of being rewarded with a share 
in the ownership of the means of production, carrying with it a 
rigiit to unearned income. They honestly believe that the great 
advantage of the capitalist system is that it induces the workers 
to go to work in the morning without any need for compulsion, 
by offering them the glittering prospect of making their pile. 
Moreover, it is asserted that this prospect is no illusion; that 
the workers will become rich owners of Idle means of production 
if only they vill work hard enough, A picture of the world is 
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draim for us in 'which everyone starts out equal, and the clever, 
thrifty, and industrious emerge, by a process of economic natural 
selection, rich and happy, while the foolish, thriftless, and idle 
remain in poverty- 

In Britain the social scene never bore much resemblance to 
this picture. For in Britain a semi-feudal hereditary governing 
class was established before the rise of modern capitalism. In the 
Western America of the last century, however, capitalism did 
bear some recognizable resemblance to this, its ideal representa- 
tion. There rcaUy did exist at that time and in that place a certain 
degree of genuine equality of opportunity. The process of 
economic natural selection did operate, and selected Mr. 
Rockefeller Senior as the fittest to survive,^ An important 
proportion of the population really were stimulated to work 
their hardest by a non-illusory hope of becoming rich owners of 
the means of production. 

In contemporary Britain and America, however, the chance 
of the worker becoming through his own efforts an owner of the 
means of production is statistically negligible. This does not 
mean that, especially in America, the recollection of the epoch 
has disappeared, in which this transformation was frequent 
enough to he worth struggling for, or that, consequently, the 
hope of becoming rich capitalists does not play a rdle as an 
incentive to work amongst present-day American workers. 

But this is a hang over from social conditions which have 
largely ceased to exist — an example of the considerable time 
which it takes for men and women to adapt themselves to rapid 
changes in their en-vironment. Moreover, the hope of becoming 
rich capitalists is not now the most important incentive to 'work, 
even amongst American workers, and it is hardly present 
amongst British workers.* 

Capitalism, however, uses, though to a slowly diminishing 
degree, another and limited, but real instead of iUusory, system 

1 Ftom thfi analysis ot preceduis chapters we can gee why. Mi. Hockefellei is 
acquisition peisonmed. The aoquisTtioa of private wealth is we method by which 
capitalist society perfoimsi its mstoiical function of developing the means of pro- 
duction. H^ric e ^a c gHisitiveneas is the essentWcaRJtalwt virtue. 

> The tUusoiy hope of becoming a rich capitalist is still, however, especially in 
Amenoa, an eicttemely important factor in preventing the worker hom becoming 
conscioiisly hostile to capitalism ; it still conditions much of bis political thinUng, 
that is to say. 
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of rewai’ds. Cap italism has seldom given an appreciable number 
of workers an opportunity to acquire property in the means of 
production. But it has often given many of them, if they worked 
especially well and hard, an increase of pay sufficient to enable 
them appreciably to better their standard of life. An elaborate 
system, both of differential wage rates, which encourage the 
worker to become skilled, and of payment by result (piece-work), 
which encomages him to produce rapidly, has been developed. 
It is important to distinguish clearly between such limited, but 
real, rewards, and the illusory reward of an opportunity to 
acquire property in the means of production, and thus to secure 
an unearned income in perpetuity. Por, as wc shall see, these 
two forms of reward are constantly confused, and one of them 
can, while the other cannot, be used in a socialist society. 

This second system of rewai'ds by differential wage rates for 
skilled and unskilled, and for fast and slow, workers is being 
used by capitalism to a di m in is hin g extent, however. In Britain 
especially (I am informed that the same process has begun in 
America) the gap between the wages obtainable by the skilled 
and the unskilled is tending to decrease in many industries 
(notably coal mining). Thus, while the prospect of becoming an 
owner of the means of production has become increasingly 
illusory, capitalism to-day relies less than it once did upon this 
second type of limited, but real, reward in order to induce men 
to work, and to work hard. 

And yet it cannot be denied that contemporary capitalism 
knows some way of making many workers toil, in many cases to 
the very limit of their physical and nervous capacity. The men 
on the conveyer belts of Detroit, the miners lying on their sides 


worldng in the narrow, twisting coal seams of the South Wales 
Valleys, are clearly under some very effective incentive to work. 
For they often work themselves to the point of disease and 
premature death. What is the incentive ? The incentive by which 
contemporary capitalism succee3s“ in* ringing the last ounce of 


work out of those workers whom it stiU consents to employ is 


punishm^t takes the form of a refusal to allow the worker access 


io the means of production, lie is shut out of the factory gates 
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so that he cannot earn his living. Moreover, by the bitterest 
irony, the capitalists’ inability to employ by any means all of the 
workers greatly increases their power over those whom they do 
employ. For there are always a hundred unemployed men forced 
to stand ready to take a dismissed worker’s place. 

This, then, is the incentive to work, and to an extreme 
intensity of work, wliich capitalism predominantly uses to-day. 
It caimot be denied that it is an effective incentive. But it is 
based on a system of punishment and compulsion, not of 
, rewards. The seldom recognized truth is that capitalism uses a 
system of forced labour, all the more rigorous because its com- 
pulsions are concealed. ^ The slave owner is directly and obviously 
responsible (and may suffer pecuniary loss) if he works his slaves 
to premature death. But the contemporary factory worker 
appears to consent to a speed and intensity of work which often 
in the end destroys him. He is a free man; no legal coercion will 
be applied to him if he ref^es to time his movements to the ever 
iicceleratiug conveyer belts of modern industry. He is perfectly 
i'ree to refuse the terms upon which alone his employer will allow 
liim to enter the factory gates. But if he does so he loses his 
(!apa<aty to earn his living. Thus the capitalists do not now in the 
main induce men to work by holding any reward, either limited 
and real, or unlimited and illusory, before their eyes. In the main 
they compel men to work, and to work at any pace which they 
decree, by imposing starvation upon them if they do not. 

So far we have considered the incentives operating upon those 
workers to whom capitalism still offers employment. But 
capitalism to-day denies employment to some 15 per cent to 30 
per cent of all workers. To speak of capitalism providing any 
incentive to work in their case would be paradoxical in the 
extreme. 

It is wortli envisaging what this degree of inability to use our 
productive resources means to Hie contemporary young men and 
women just finishing their period of education. We can all 
remember the fund of creative energy which wo possessed at 
that moment. The motives which powerfully impel a young man 

> 1 “ Aa a (>rO(lucer of in Olliers . . . cupitaUsni, in its eneiify, jeuiorse- 

' leBsne^s, and effldenoy, iias oinsoared aU the earlier systanis ol production." 

(Marx, Capiuil, Vol. 1, p. 880.) 
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or woman towards work at this time in their lives are no doubt 
mixed. They are made up partly of a natural desire to do, to 
make, to create — ^to play a part in the exciting drama of life. 
And they are partly composed of the equally natural desire to 
achieve individujxl success, to rise, to shine, to acquire wealth 
and power and prestige. 

In his biennial report for 1982-S4 President Coffman, President 
of the University of Minnesota, stated that of the twenty-one 
and a half million American young men and women between 
sixteen and tvfcnty-five years of age, one million were in college, 
two millions were in secondary schools, two millions were at work, 

I while sixteen and a half millions were out of school and out of 
I work.! 

These sixteen and a half million young Americans may typify 
the other uncounted millions of young men and women of every 
capitalist nation who have found that the world of to-day has 
no use for them. It is horrible to imagine the sense of frustration 
which these millions of idle young men and women must experi- 
ence. To be twenty years old,. and to have nothing to do; to 
discover that nowhere in the whole gigantic, complex, dazzling 
panorama of modern life is there a single task with which one 
can be entrusted; to find that no man needs one for anything, 
anywhere — what could be worse than this ? 

To-day, capitalism imposes a torture of frustration by com- 
pulsory idl^'ess upon a substantial proportion of the youth of 
the world. And yet capitalism is said to possess the transcendent 
advantage of providing an incomparably efficient incentive to 
work ! We must not touch it, we are told, for if we did we should 
destroy men’s freedom to make money, and if this right were 
taken away no one would go to work again 1 Moreover, so extra- 
ordinary is the hold on us of such doctrines as these that many 
of the very men and women who, far from being given an 
incentive to work, are actually prevented by capitalism from 
working at all, believe and repeat this argument ! 

Many a boy or girl leaving school or college to face the prospect 
of years of xmemployment bases his or her view of capitalism, not 
on the facts of their own experience, but upon the pretty fictions 

^ Youth aad To-morrow'i Education, President Coffman’s Biennial Messaije 
to the People of Minnesota. Published by the (Mveralty of Minnesota, 
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about freedom of opportunity and enterprise which their 
professors, their books, and their newspapers have taught them. 
Suffering themselves, in many cases, an extreme degree of 
frustration and destitution because capitalism imposes idleness 
upon them, they solemnly protest that private enterprise and 
iniative must be preserved at all costs — or no one will ever go to 
work again ! It sometimes seems as if the word was stronger than 
the fact; that whatever is written in newspaper or textbook must 
be true; that if experience presumes to contradict, then so much 
the worse for experience tout such extraordinary social hypnoses 
as these cannot be maintained indefinitely. Sooner or later the 
fact asserts itself. And the longer its recognition is avoided the 
more brutally it asserts itself. 

Let us sum up the incentives provided by present-day capit- 
alism. The only people whom it predominantly induces to work 
by the promise of increased reward are the members of the 
capitalist class, and the result of their work is as often pernicious 
as beneficial. Capitalism, however, uses to some extent the 
reward of higher pay as an incentive to harder work on the part 
of the working class. But to an increasing extent it forces, rather 
than induces, the workers to spend themselves in toil. Its basic 
incentive is negative instead of positive; it is based on the fear of 
punishment, not the hope of reward. It uses a compulsion 
differing chiefly in its invisibility and its efficacy from the 
palpable lash of the slave owner. Mnally, for that 16 to 30 per 
cent of the working population which is to-day unemployed, 
capitalism provides no incentive to work. On the contrary, it 
denies them aU opportunity to work. 


We shall not, then, be willing to admit the contention that 
capitalism provides such perfect incentives to work that on this 
ground alone it is irreplaceable. But this does not absolve any 
sopial system, which claims to be able to take capitalism’s place, 
from itself providing effective incentives. What incentive s does 
socialism provide ? 

in the* nrst place, a soci iu ist soci ety (as distinct from a com- 
munist society) retain^thoiigin^a^eiatly modified form, the 
ultimate compulsion that ahle-bodied men and women shall not 
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receive a livelihood unless they work. Indeed, in one respect, it 
applies this compulsion more rigorously than does capitalism. 
For capitalism applies it only to the working class, while pro- 
viding the amplest livelihoods to persons who do no work at 
all. For example, many of the very largest contemporary 
incomes go to young ladies and gentlemen who have had the 
foresight to be born into families which possess important 
means of production, and none of whom have ever been 
suspected of working. Under socialism they would not be so 
fortunate. 1 They would find it necessary to work if they desired 
to receive an income. Thus sqci^ism applies a strong motive to 
work to one group .of persons to whom capitalism supplies no such 
motive. On the other hand, socialism does nob first compel men 
and women to work by cutting off their livelihoods if they 
do not, and then make it impossible for them to work by 
refusing them access to the means of production. In everyday 
language, socialism makes it necessary for everyone able to work « 
to do so, and simultaneously, by abolishing unemployment, 1 
makes it possible for everyone to work. 

Moreover, it is worth while noticing that sociaUsm applies this 
negative incentive to work to the whole population by the same 
type of mechanism by which capitalism applies it to the. non- 
propei*ty-owning section of the population. Just as in present- 
day capitalist Britain and America economic, as distinct from 
legal, compulsion forces all those who do not possess property- 
derived incomes to work, so in the socialist society of the Soviet 
Union a man is quite entitled to refuse to work, if he can find 
some other legitimate means of existence. This aspect of socialism, > 
namely, its universal application of that economic obligation, to j 
work wliich is confined under capitalism to the non-property- j 
owning class, ■will never, it is to be feared, do anything to rc-. i 
commend it to many members of the capitalist class. Indeed, it 
may he that it is tliis feature of the system which causes those 
iieartfelt lamentations as to the sla'vlsh nature of socialism with 
which we have all been made femiliar. For the re-imposition 
upon persons long exempt from it of that obligation to labour, 
if they would eat, which nattue imposed upon us all at the 

t Or rather, so unfortunate. E'er the eudowmeut of aoiue young girl or hoy 
with fantastic wealth is as uofoic to them as it is sodally monstroos. 
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beginning, may well seem slavery to the contemporary rich. 

^ But for that vast majority of the population who already live by 
their labour, the fact that socialism gives every man the oppor- 
, tunity to work and earn wiU seem to far outbalance the disad- 
vantage — and they wiU not see it as a disadvantage — that it 
takes away the privilege of highly remunerated idleness from a 
few. 

It may be objected, however, that socialism does produce a 
servile state of things in that under it there is but one employer 
of labour, namely, the state, and that therefore no man can have 
a choice of employment. This accusation is based on a simple 
misunderstanding of the structure of a socialist economic 
system. As we saw in Chapter IV, in the existing socialist 
economy there are three different types of employers of labour, 
namely, state or municipal agencies, producers’ co-operative 
societies, and consumers’ co-operative societies. And within each 
of these types there are a great variety and an enormous number 
of employing organizations. Mr. and Mrs. Webb thus describe 
the multiformity of socialist employing agencies : 

“ There are several hundred U.S.S.R, trusts and combines, 
and no one of them is exactly like the others. More diverse 
still are the thousands of separate enterprises, whether fac- 
tories or institutes, mines or farms, oil-fields or power stations, 
which are independehtly conducted for their peculiar purposes, 
unassociated with any trust or combine, and responsible to 
one or other higher authority. There are also village enter- 
prises, oblast (provincial) enterprises, enterprises of the 
several constituent or autonomous republics, none of them 
identical in management or organization with the corre- 
sponding enterprises directly subject to the People’s Com- 
missars or Sovnarkom of the U.S.S.R. The trade unions and 
factory managements themselves now conduct quite exten- 
sive productive enterprises outside their primary occupations, 
in the shape of farms, dairies, piggeries, etc., for ‘ self-supply.’ 
Sp also do many of the forty odd thousand co-operative 
societies, whose business now far exceeds mere distribution, 
and those productive undertakiiigs differ maJ^feedly in system 
and organization one from another. It is among these different 
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employments, all of them separately taking on additional 
staff, that the individual worker, and notably the boy or girl 
leaving school, has the tjtmost possible freedom of ohoice.” 
(Ibid., pp, 771-2.) 

We may add that if anyone has a distaste for working for wages 
he can join one of the 250,000 collective farms, or other pro- 
ducers’ co-operatives. Or again, if he has the necessary abilities, 
he can start out offering on the market some good or service 
which he himself produces. He can, for instance, become a free- 
lance joTimalist and author, or a house repairer, or a painter, or 
a musician, or a craftsman producing artistic goods of one kind 
or another. He can, if he likes, join a producers’ eo-opei’ative 
organization for these purposes, or he can work as an isolated , 
individual. The one thing which he must not do is to hire ; 
someone to work for him at a wage and pocket the proceeds of 
this hired man’s work over and above what he pays liim. 

Socialism retains the ultimate, negative incentive of paying 
income only to those who work, in order to prevent the possi- 
bility of particular individuals exploiting the community by 
receiving all its benefits w'hile rendering it no services. But a 
socialist society does not principally rely on this negative incen- 
tive in order to get its work done — ^and done well. It uses a well 
developed system of rewards in order to secure not only work, 
ljut efficient work, from every available member of the com- 
munity, We saw in the last chapter that the proposal to distri- 
“tJUte incomes equally was rejected partly in order to retain tlie 
possibility of rewarding more intense and more skilled work. 
Hence the first and simplest way in which a socialist society 
gets men to work hard and efficiently is by paying them better 
M^hen they do so. A socialist society not only retains, hut enor- 1 
mously develops, the incentive of giving better pay for better | 
work which capitalism uses, but now uses decreasingly. 

Thi? enables us to disentangle one of the most curious of the 
confusions current on this subject. Not only do many people 
sincerely believe that more money is the one thing for which 
people will work, but they conceive of more money in the exclu- 
sively oapitalist form of the acquisition of capital, the right of 
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private occumulation. We have seen that this involves the 
private ownership of the means of production, and, consequently, 
is inapossible in a sociaUsi society. But how strange is it to 
conclude from this that it is impossible under socialism to in- 
duce men to work hard and well by offering them more money I 
Even under capitalism the offer of higher pay, without any 
opportunity to acquire propei'ty in the means of production, is 
used for this purpose. One, though of course, only one, of the 
motives which induces, say, an army officer, a salaried official of 
a great corporation, a bank clerk, or a manual worker, to work 
Avell is the linowledge that, if he does so, he may expect promo- 
tion and better pay. In most cases he cannot expect to become 
a capitalist ; he will not be given any part of the means of pro- 
duction. Nevertheless, he strongly desires to get the increase of 
' pay. For such an increase will enable him to buy more con- 
sumers’ goods and services — to raise his standard of life. Nothing 
is more certain, even from the experience of capitalism, than 
that increased pay, without the acquisition of means of pro- 
duction, is a mo-st eflective incentive to work. 

In a socialist society this incentive can, however, be mudi 
more effectively applied. For the genuine equality of oppor- 
tunity which socialism establishes opens up the higher paid posts 
. to every worker. To-day, harriers of education, of class connec- 
tion, of family nepotism, effectively close a great many of the 
better paid posts to the workers, thus rendering their existence 
useless as an incentive, since the worker knows perfectly well 
that nothing he can do will ever get him one. Socialism effectively 

5 destroys such barriers, and in so doing provides an important 
stimulus to the whole working population. 

The existing socialist society in the Soviet Union has developed 
this system of individual rewards for better work to a very striking 
extent. Not only, and not merdy, has piecework or payment 
by result been applied wherever and whenever it is practicable 
throughout Soviet industry, but an extensive system of grading 
thq basic wage rates of all the workers according to the demand 
for wotk of a particular character has been adopted. Thus the 
workers in any given trade will be divided by the trade union 
concerned into anything from eight to seventeen separate 
categories, rfMiging from the least to the most skilled pperation 
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required in the trade. Then a basic wage rate of so much an 
hour IS fixed for each category, with the maximum practicable 
difference between the hourly rates of the more and the less 
skilled. But how, it may be asked, are the workers placed in 
one or other category ? The answer is at their own request. A 
worker in the lowest category can demand to be placed in tiie 
lughest. And his demand must be acceded to, on the one condi- 
tion that he con show himself capable of doing the much more 
skilled work involved. He demands, that is to say, a trial on the 
work of some category above him, and if he makes good at his 
new job he at once receives the lugher rate of pay. 

The reader will see that socialism, with its hmitless market, 
and consequently its insatiable demand for more and more, and 
for more and more skilled, workers can thus develop the old 
incentive of better pay for better work to a degree quite un- 
known under capitalism. Mr. and Mrs. Webb give it as their 
opinion that in the Soviet Union “ the upward mai-ch, from 
grade to grade, of the more ambitious, the more able, the more 
industrious, and the more zealous workers in industrial occupa- 
tions is widespread and continuous. In no other country, not 
even in the United States, is it so general. . . . The capitahst 
employers in every other country, whilst complacent about their 
own superior efficiency in profit-making, must now and then 
envy the industrial directors of tlie U.S.S.R. the extraordinary 
increases of output obtained by the incentives that Soviet 
Communism supplies to its labour force 1 ” (pp. 712 and 719). 

Again, promotion from grade to grade within the factory is, 
natui-ally, but the first step in the broad and open stairway of 
personal progress open to the citizens of a socialist community 
such as the Soviet Union. Every ambitious soviet youth means 
to pass on and up from the top rank of the skilled workers into 
positions of ever growing managerial or technical responsibility. 
And each of these positions will, of course, carry better pay with it. 

I The prospect of better pay is, however, only one of the in- 
centives which makes a man work and hope for promotion. 
Many men (and women) are as much, or more, allured by the 
increased power which promotion nearly always brings with it. 
As s09i ate4- prestige. JProinotion is a public recog- 

I uition oi worth - -and what will men and women not do for such 
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recognition? Nor is there any reason why a socialist society 
should not use those badges of public esteem, those medals and 
orders which, from their abuse, have become ridiculous in our 
societies, but which are in themselves a reasonable and sensible 
device. And, in fact, the existing socialist society does reward 
its outstanding workers with such orders and medals, ^ and they 
are highly coveted. 

Again, promotion almost always means pleasanter and move 
interesting work. It means the opportunity to develop and use 
all the mental and physical powers which we possess. It allows a 
man “ to show what he is worth it “ gives a man a chance.” 
These colloquial phrases show how promotion in itself provides a 
very sweet reward. The lack of promotion has always been 
considered one of the worst fates which can befall a man. 
Shakespeare, for example, made his dissembling Hamlet find 
ample reason for his melancholy with the phrase, “ Why, sir, I 
lack advancement.” In the stagnant societies of contemporai-y 
capitalism millions of capable men and women lock not only 
advancement but all hope of advancement. All possibility of 
using their skill and knowledge has been taken away from large 
sections of the population. Almost every mine i n Britain to-day 
contains men holding mine managers’ certificates, who are used 
to fill the coal tubs. Almost every foc’sle contains seamen who 
not only hold masters’ certificates, but who have actually 
captained vessels. With what splendid incentives to efficient work 
has capitalism provided such men as these 1 Nothing is more tragic 
or more monstrous than the enormous waste of human skiU and 
diligence represented by these facts. It is one of the major claims 
of socialism upon the support of every capable man and woman 
that it can, and does, present unlimited opportunities for the 
exercise of every oimce of skill, knowledge, and efficiency which 
they possess. 

The above are the personal incentives which act upon the 
I wage workers in socialist industry. Another group of incentives 
^ comes into play, however, in the case of those producers’ co- 
operatives which, as we saw, play some part in the indus- 
trial production, and a predominant part in the agricultural 

1 example, the Order of Iicniii, the Order of tlie Hed Beimer of Toil, the 
Qider of the Bed Star, 
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production, of the existing socialist society. These organizations, 
since they own their means of production, also omi the product 
when they have made it. Thus the soviet collective farmers onm 
their crop (although, like other farmers, they have to pay 
taxation to the state) and divide amongst themselves either the 
actual wheat, milk, meat, or other agricultural produce which 
they raise, or the money which its sale on the market yields 
them. In the same way, the co-operative societies which produce 
handicrafts, or some speciality needed by large-scale industry, 
or which perform some service, such as house repairing, all 
enjoy the proceeds of their labour sold on the market. It is clear 
that in theii' case the familiar, traditional incentive to good and 
hard work provided by sale in a competitive market operates to 
the full. (And the same consideration applies to those individual 
workers, artists, craftsmen, intellectual workers, journalists, 
laundresses, and many others who continue to exist and to sell 
the products of their labour on the market.) 

In what respect, then, it may be asked, does the position of 
these workers in a socialist society differ from that of a capitalist 
employer who sells the products of his Arm on the market for 
what they will fetch ? The answer is that the members of a 
producers’ co-operative society, or an individual seK-employing 
craftsman, in a socialist society sell the products of their own, 
labour. A capitalist employer, on the contrary, sells the products 
of his workers’ labour. No soviet collective farm employs, or 
will ever be allowed to ertiploy, workers who have no part or lot 
in the enterprise, and whose labour, remunerated by a fixed 
wage, would yield a profit to the members of the collective farm. 
In the same way, no individual craftsman must employ other 
persons to work at wages for him W'ith his tools, on his raw 
materials, producing commodities for his profit. This would be, 
clearly, to re-introduoc that exploitation for profit of the labour 
of others, by the owners of the means of production, which is the 
essence of capitalism. But so long as this is strictly avoided there 
is nothing in socialism which forbids the free sale of the product 
of a man’s labour on the market for what it will fetch. And there 
is, as we have seen, an enormous and increasing amount of such 
selling in the Soviet Union to-day. 

In the case of the members of the 260,000 collective farms. 
Es 
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which, of course, constitute by far the largest class of such sellei's 
of the products of their labour, a complex combination of 
incentives to work has been developed. In the first place, all the 
"nembers know that the total sum to be divided amongst them 
lepends upon how hard they all work. But in a co-operative 
organization containing several hundred workers this is con- 
sidered to be too diffused an incentive to be effective. Hence each 
individual collective farmer shares in the total product of the 
mterprise in accordance with the amount of work which he does, 
this amount being calculated either on a piecework or a time- 
work basis. To this ingenious combination of two different 
incentives is added a third. In the typical collective farm the 
members also engage in individual agricultural production either 
for the needs of their own families or for sale on the market. 
Thus the Soviet government strongly encourages the collective 
farmer to own a cow, or pigs, or poultry, and to cultivate a plot 
of land of anything up to three acres in extent round his house. 
It is often only the production of the main agricultural staple 
of the district, be it wheat, or sugar beet, or stock raising, which 
is co-operatively undertaken. But again, of course, no collective 
farmer must in the coui'se of his individual productive opera- 
tions hire the labour of some other persons for wages. 

These, then, are the incentives to hard work, capable of 
appealing to the most severely self-seeking types, which a 
socialist society provides. These are the reasons which impel 
even those citizens of socialist societies who cannot be touched 
in the slightest by considerations which do not benefit them 
individually and immediately, to go to work, and to work hard 
and well. Nothing is more certain than that the Soviet Union has 
been able to secure a high output of work from its citizens. And 
It has done so partly by the provision of this type of incentive. 

It would be quite unrealistic to suggest, however, that men 
and women were responsive to nothing but considerations of 
immediate, individual self-interest. The fact is that men often 
respond powerfully to the most various, the most idealistic, 
and the most impersonal appeals. Indeed, what tragedies have 
not been caused by the fact that they respond to such ap^jeals 
as hastjUy and as Uncrittcally as they do I Again and again it has 
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been found possible to make men, not only work, but die for 
ideals and causes good, bad and indifferent. Men have always 
been only too ready to fling themselves into every kind of 
impersonal enterprise or combat — and hove helped to wreck 
civilization by so doing. Gibbon in a famous passage tells uS 
[how whole generations of the men of antiquity died for o 
^diphthong. ^ Century after century, men have been willing to 
throw away their most substantial concerns and to devote them- 
selves body and soul to some cause which they believed to be 
sacred. The more we read history the less we shall doubt men’s 
Idealism and the more we shall doubt their perspicacity. 

If, then, almost every government has been able to enlist 
men’s all-too-ready idealism for causes which could bring those 
who worked or fought for them no benefit, how much more 
should a socialist government be able to enlist that idealism 
for the cause of acquiring for themselves all the material and 
moral benefits of a new civilization ? And, in fact, we find that 
the existing socialist government has been able to tap an 
immense fund of constructive idealism amongst its citizens. It 
has done so partly by devising a system of rewards and punish- 
ments, which, while they directly affect the individual, do not 
affect his or her material interests. We might call it a system of J 
public praising for good work and public blaming for bad work. * 
It is applied informally and variously in nearly all Soviet 
^ establishments by such methods as writing up the names and 
c performances of especially good workers on lists of honour hung 
[^in some public place, and writing the names of especially bad 
workers and their performances on corresponding rolls of dis- 
honour. There are a dozen ways of applying this system of 
praising and blaming, but they all depend upon the existence of 
a genuine desire upon the part of the population as a whole to 

1 The orthodox doctriite of the Trinity was expressed by the Word Homoouston ; 
the doctrines of the Setni-Arlans by the wotd Uomoiousion. As Gibbon cemarks, 
Che resemblonoe of the words is in Itself a mete coincidenoe, But the reaemblanoe 
of the dootrines Is fully as close as the resemblance of the words. Vet for several 
centuries hundreds of thousands of men saorillced their bves in wars waged 
between the two factions of the Church which respectively held these doctrines. 
(It may be, however, that adequate historical research could unearth the real, 
subsuiitial causes of these wars. For no doubt there were real causes, wltioh 
meie^ came Into the consoiousness of the combatants in the fantastically dig- 
torteo forms of tlieologice) oontroversy. What a Held Is presented by the Hrst ten 
centuries a,o. for an historian equipped with the materiali^ conception of 
history i ) 
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improve the productive system. For unless that desire exists 
there will be no genuine pressure from public opinion acting 
upon the individual and influencing him to give his best. Nor 
(except during a still popular war) can such a public opinion very 
well arise in a capitalist community. For in such a community 
increased efliciency of production primarily benefits the cap- 
tialists. Their monopolistic hold on the means necessary to 
wealth production enables them to appropriate almost the whole 
of society’s ever gi’owing surplus over and above the necessities 
of the rest of the population. In a socialist society, however, in 
which there is no such privileged class, any increase in produc- 
tion will undeniably benefit the entire community. Hence a 
vigorous and genuine public demand for efficiency and diligence 
can arise. 

The first socialist society has also devised a whole series of 
methods by which the more generalized, and more definitely 
idealistic, impulses which certainly influence the conduct of 
many persons to a significant degree, can be made use of for the 
benefit of society. There is, for example, the device of socialist 
competition by which a particular works challenges another to 
achieve the highest output, or by whicli this same principle is 
applied within a given establishment, one group of workers, or 
one individual, challenging another group or another indi- 
vidual. Again, there have been occasions on which almost the 
whole populations of particular cities have turned out on their 
weekly free days to help complete some especially urgent or 
especially desirable job (for example, a perceptible part of the 
immense amount of unskilled clearing work necessary to the 
construction of the Moscow underground was done in this way). 
Or, again, there is a system of patronage, by which one organiza- 
tion, a Red army battalion, or a scientific institute, or a factory, 
will take a permanent interest in, and assume a measure of 
responsibility for, some other organization, say, a disorganized 
collective farm, or a struggling elementary school, and give it 
sustained technical, moral and material support. 

These and many other methods have been devised for utilizing 
the resq-yjj^ir of wiljjng ^pcial service which exists in a 
socialist community. It is true that the desire to render social 
seiwice" ^sts in capitalist communities such as Biitain and 
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America, and a great deal of unpaid work is done both by 
members of the working class in their characteristic organizations 
and by the capitalist class in various administrative and govern- 
mental fields. But a socialist society which has rid itself both of 
class divisions and of the monopoly-hold of individuals upon the 
means of production can utilize this social idealism far more 
simply and directly than any capitalist society can ever do. 

When once the purpose of work has become undeniably the 
improvement of the conditions of life for all, much of it is done 
without regard to, and without hope of, personal, individual 
reward. It is done simply and directly in order to develop, to 
improve, to embellish the way of life led by the whole com- 
munity. Such work foreshadows the attainment of communism 
itself, w hen, as we saw, a technical and psychological basis will 
have been laid which will make it possible for all work to be 
done from this incentive. But already in a socialist society men’s 
attitude to their ordinary work, for wliieh they are paid in- 
dividually and by results, is profoundly modified by these non- 
personal incentives. 

Stalin, in a speech at a conference of specially efficient Russian 
workers named after the miner Staldianov, in November 1936, 
said: 

“ Under capitalism, labour has a private, personal character. 
If you have worked more, you receive more and live for your- 
self as you loiow best. Nobody knows you or wants to know 
you. You work for capitalists, you enrich them. And how 
otherwise? It is for that you were hired, to enrich the ex- 
ploiters. You do not agree with this — ^then join the ranks of 
the unemployed and eke out an existence as best you can — ^we 
shall find others more tractable. It is for this reason that the 
labour of people is not highly valued under capitalism. ... It 
is a different matter in the conditions of the Soviet system. 
Here the man of labour is held in honoiu. Here he works not 
for the exploiters but for himself, for his dass, for society. 
Here the man of laboiu cannot feel himself neglected and 
alone. On the contrary, the man of labour feels himself in our 
country to be a free citizen of his country, a sort of public 
figure. And if he works well and gives to society what he is 
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able to give — he is a hero of labour, he is surrounded vsdth 

glory," 

In another speech, S talin defined the kind of help and en- 
couragement which must be given to the workers in a socialist 
society in order that he should not feel “ neglected and alone.” 
“ Men must be grown as carefully and attentively as a gardener 
grows a favourite fruit tree. To educate, to help to grow, to offer 
a prospect, to promote in time, to transfer in time to another 
position if a man does not manage his work, without waiting for 
him to fail completely, carefully to grow and train people ...” 
this, said Stalin, was the job of a socialist society. 

To sum up: any economic system which is to get the best out 
of "such beings as we ore to-day must Icnow how to provide in- 
centives appropriate for the varying natures of different men 
and women, and of the same men and women at different times. 
Present-day men and women respond to the most diverse in- 
centives. Our contemporary human nature is very variable. 
Sometimes men seem incapable of anything but narrow and 
grubbing self-interest; at others they dazzle us with the flame 
of their idealism. The socialist system of distribution of income in 
accordance with the quality and quantity of work done, com- 
bined with socialism’s power to evoke our constructive impulses 
in the cause of direct production for use, is well adapted to the 
needs of such beings as ourselves. 

In the Soviet Union the incentives to work provided by 
socialism have proved very powerful, Mr. and Mrs. Webb write : 
“ The Bolshevik experiment has, in the course of the past decade, 
demonstrated beyond all denial that neither the incentive of 
proflt-making nor the existence of a capitalist class as the leaders 
and directors of industry is indispensable to wealth production 
on a colossal scale, or to its continuous increase.” 

Thus there is not the slightest fear of the socialist form of 
economic organization failing because of an inability to get men 
and yi'omen to work the machines. On the contrary, the incen- 
tives to work which come into play in a socialist society are not 
oiily incomparably more just and humane, but are also much 
inorl» 'V^aried and powerful, than are those provided by capitalism^ 
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Cuameb, XIII 
A New Kind of Democracy 

If we change our economic system from capitalism to socialism 
we must make a corresponding change in our political institu- 
tions. For our existing political institutions arc inseparably 
associated with our existing economic system. 

Does this mean that the establishment of a socialist economic 
system involves the abolition of democracy ? It is often alleged 
that it does. We are told that the establishment of socialism 
or communism (the words are used indiscriminately in this 
connection) involves the destruction of democracy, civil and 
religious liberty, and the establishment of the irresponsible 
dictatorship of a single individual or group of individuals. 
And this, it is felt, is too high a price to pay even for general 
plenty and security. 

If these were the political conditions for the abolition of 
capitalism, then certainly the price of plenty would be high in- 
deed. But they are not. It is not proposed that we should destroy 
democracy, nor abolish civil and religious liberty, nor set up 
the irresponsible dictatorship of an individual or group of 
individuals as the means of obtaining socialism. It is proposed, 
on the contrary, that we should enormously extend the principle 
and practice of democracy. 

But how so, it may be objected ? Have we not democracy 
already in Britain and America ? If, then, it is admitted that it 
is proposed to abolish our existing political system, how can it 
be claimed that democracy will not be destroyed ? But what we 
now possess is only one particular form of democracy. Our 
existing political institutions constitute the characteristic 
capitalist form of democracy. They were established, that is 
to say, by the ancestors of the present owners of the means of 
production, and they were established for the express purpose 
of providing the appropriate political framework for the capital- 
ist econbmic system.^ The early merchants and maniifacturers 
found a political system in existence which made impossible 
the full development of capitalist production for profit. They felt 
that they must have freedom from laws which were throttling 
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and stunting theii commercial and productive operations 
Hence they endeavoured to establish the principle that the 
government should be elected by and should be responsible to 
the capitalist class. The establishment of this control over 
governments was absolutely necessary to the capitalists if 
they were to be able to devote themselves to their historic 
mission, namely the development of the community’s produc- 
tive resources with the maximum rapidity, or, to put the 
matter personally instead of socially, to profit-making. For 
otherwise (and bitter experience had taught them this truth) 
they had no safeguard against being plundered by irresponsible 
monarchies for the benefit of clouds of courtiers, aristocrats, 
and other drone-like parasites. ) 

i^ut the capitalists found that they were not able to win 
their struggle for power without the support of the mass of the 
population. They succeeded in obtaimng that support, but in 
doing so their struggle for self-government for themselves 
inevitably became, to some extent, a struggle for self-govern- 
ment for everyone. The demand for democracy for the capitalists 
• was widened into the demand for democracy for the whole 
population. Certain democratic rights, such as the vote, were 
in the end extended, not only to the capitalists, but to the whole 
population, (hicrcasingly, however, democratic rights were won 
by a struggle carried on not by the capitalists, but by the 
working class and lower middle class, which the capitalists had 
previously set in motion. Indeed in its later stages the struggle 
was often carried on against the capitalist class. Thus, for 
‘ example, that essential, liberal principle of the freedom of the 
Press was in Brifcian won much more by the coux'ageous struggle 
of the working class, Chartist, movement than by the argu- 
ments of the Liberal theorists of capitalism. This and many 
other of our existing democratic rights are the fruits of long 
and gallant working class struggles.) ^ 

(But, despite this gradual, and reluctant, extension of dem^o- 
<g:actm rights, elective political powiyr remains to this day in 
^ch States as Britain and America in ,|he hands of the 
ca|>tt4Ust clnsst The mass of the population did not, however, 
loSiroi^'Sn'eiior 'when it joined with the capitalists in eptablish,- 
Jng the Jis^usis Cjf our present form of democracy Even though the 
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capitalists have obtained nine-tenths of the benelits, even 
though they repeatedly attempted to bilk the rest of the popu- 
lation after their successes in the joint sti'uggle, the workers 
were on the whole right to aid the capitalists to set up the kind 
of democracies under which we now live. For our present form 
of democracy, with its characteristic institutions, namely 
responsible government, freedom of the Press from direct 
governmental interference, guarantees of personal liberty, 
periodic general elections, parliaments or congresses, and 
constitutional monarchies or republics, is the political system 
appropriate to capitalism. And capitalism was the only possible 
economic system to establish upon the gradual break-up of 
feudalism. It suited the stage of development of both the 
productive powers and the state of consciousness which the 
(human race had reached. There was no alternative to it. Such 
We the historical origins and present character of our democ- 
racies. Hence we may also define them, from a rather different 
point of view, as the main method by which the British and 
American capitalist classes originally got, and now maintain, 
their power over society. The capitalists ha v e, Tmtiun-lly^ mled 
i n their ow n intprpgtB. P vt 4h - riT -int*Wnntf fnr p. 

with the int.prpgt. /:\£ anm^ty. Hc pce Parliamentary democracy , 
as we know it, w as the proper method of g o vernment for the 
p articular stage in the d ev elopment of human civil ization 
tlmou gh which we have j ust pfissnd. Fnr nur contempnmty 
n eeds, however, our p resent caphAlist. JiaEm- of . de-mocTany ip 
n arrow a nd i mperfect. It amounts to little more than democracy 
for tlie capitalist class alone. For it leaves that pre-requisite of 
freedom, independent access to the means of production, ex- ; 
dusively in the hands of the capitalists. So long as a limit ed 
^las s owns society’s very, means of life, that class will rule ; 
and the most perfectly democratic constitution in the world 
can do no more than mask, and a little mitigate, its dictator- 
ship. This is why socialists and communists propose that we 
should abolish our existing political institutions and substitute 
for them others which will constitute a very much broader, 
deeper, and more highly developed form of democracy. 

But where, it may be asked, are these new democra^c institu- 
tions to come from ? Must they be thought out in the heads 
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of political scientists ? On the contrary, they can only be de- 
duced from a study of certain special and peculiar democratic 
institutions which have grown up within capitalism. These 
institutions can be developed and pushed to the front so that, 
with the change of economic system, they may become the 
new forms under which we organize our sell-government. 

^For certain peculiar democratic institutions already exist 
under capitalism, which can be retained, developed and made 
predominant under socialism. These institutions are of a differ- 
ent kind from the characteristic institutions of capitalist de- 
mocracies, such as parliaments, congresses, general elections, and 
the like. They were not established by the capitalist class, and 
that class has never shown any love for them. The most familiar 
example of such institutions is afforded by the Tra de Unio ns. 

Now, on the one hand. Trade Unions exist in all well-developed 
capitalist democracies, while, on the other, capitalist political 
science has not, or has most unwillingly, recognized their exist- 
ence. And, what is more, capitalist governing practice, as ex- 
pressed by the rulings of the courts and the actions of employers, 
has continually attempted to prevent their effective operation. 
In America especially, the right of association is still, in practice, 
although not on paper, resisted with force and violence by the 
American capitalists. Except in a few exceptional industries, 
American workers associate for the purpose of collective bargain- 
ing always at the peril of their jobs, and often at the peril of 
their lives. 

I Trade Unions are, therefore, democratic institutions which 
I can and do exist under capitalism, but which cannot possibly 
I be said to be capitalist democratic institutions. They were not 
established by the capitalists; thdr existence is still frequently 
disputed by the capitalists^; and they tend to impair, by main- 
taining wages at unnecessarily high levels,* the efficient working 
of capitalism. They are, in a word, institutions which have 

ea ^a-canitalist implicnti nns. 

1 Tha subtler Btitieb capltallsta bsve ohosen to pervert rather than to resist. In 
Britain, the right ol existenoe of Trade Unions is usually (thouafa not always) 
undisputed i but it is only not disputed after Trade Union leadm hove b^n 
hruught over, by one means or anotber, to a '* reasonable ” (l.e. a capitalist) 
frame of mlud. 

At ieveia above the rates which will serve to produce aUrl reproduce workers 
of the required strength, shill, education, and hitelligence, that is to say. 
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Here, then, is the first example of those peculiar democratic 
institutions which, although they exist to-day under capitalism, 
can be not only retained but greatly developed under a new 
economic system; which can become an important part of the 
organization of our self-government in socialist society. The 
Trade Unions, enormously enlarged and improved, enabled 
to become genuinely inclusive of aU workers, will undoubtedly 
play an important part in organizing the new economic system 
of production for use in Britain and America. 

We already know, from soviet experience, the general rA le 
which Tr ade Unio ns are destined to play i n a socialist societ y. 
jThey protect the interests of the workers as workers, against, 
(for example, over-enthusiastic “ planners.” They take the 
leading part in the determination of the relative size of wages 
paid in each industry, and for each job within an industry. 
And this is an essential part of the whole comprehensive task 
of economic planning which we outlined in Part I, For the 
relative levels of wages will predominantly determine and direct 
the supply of labour offering itself in each particular branch 
of production. Second, the Trade Unions are the appropriate 
bodies for the administration of that comprehensive system 
of social services, i.e. old age pensions, insurances (but not 
unemployment insurance, for unemployment can be, and has 
been, eliminated by socialist planning), and the like, which, 
as we saw, are stiU necessary in a socialist, as distinct from a 
communist, society. Third, they can and do play a leading part 
in building up the whole community life, of the population, in 
ensiuing that every factory, or mine, is not merely a place 
where production is carried on, but is also, through its clubs, 
its educational institutions, its creches, its restaurants, and the 
like, a many-sided centre enabling what we might well call its 
” members ” (i.e. the workers employed there) to live the go od 
life. ■ 

The Trade Unions will not, however, play a more decisively 
governing r61e than this in a socialist society. It has been some- 
times suggested (by a now almost extinct^ sect of w'orkers, 
called the Syndicalists) that the Trade Unions should be the 
institutions which should take over the govemm^t of the 

1 BxocpC in. Spain. 
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country from the capitalists; that the "workers should exercise 
their rule through the Trade Unions in the same way as the 
capitalists exercise their rule through parliament and congress. 
The Trade Unions are not, however, and cannot be made, 
sufficiently wide and all-inclusive to be able adequately to fulfil 
this supreme function. They are inevitably to some extent 
sec tiona l organi zations. They represent the worker as carpenter, 
or miner, or transport worker, or engineer, rather than as worker. 
Hence they are not appropriate organs for the supreme function 
of exercising the pohtical rule of the working class. Moreover, 
the Trade Unions are only halL-ext ra-capitalist institutio ns. 
Although they are often injurious to capilalisni they can and do 
function within capitalism. They do not, in themselves, ad- 
equately express the workers’ need to break through the basic 
premises of capitalist production, if they are ever to lead tolerable 
lives. 

What democratic institutions, then, should be established 
f for the organization of our self-government in a socialist econo- 
mic system ? What, in a word, is the political counterpart of 
an economic system of planned production for use ? It would be 
useless to try to answer this question also by sitting down and 
’* thinking up ” some new type of political organization. What 
must be done is to seize upon every scrap of expei’ience of what 
the -workers have done, in actual practice, when they have, 
even temporarily, held the power of the State in their hands. 

Before the Russian workers got power in 1917 there were two 
important examples from which we might learn what the 
workers in fact did when power was, even though temporarily 
and partially, in their hands. There was, first, the Paris Catonmne 
o£j87P, during which the French workers held in their hands the 
powei' of the French State in Paris for some two months. Now 
on that occasion the French workers did not attempt to elect 
an ordinary type of parlianlcnt. It is true that they preserved 
the ordinary methods of election by geographical district. But 
the Parliament or Commune which they elected was both a 
legislative and executive body. Moreover, it was pi‘edomiuantly 
composM (fw the first time in the history of representative 
institutions) of working men. The delegates dected to it were 
entrusted with the task, not only of making the laws, but of 
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carrying on the whole administration of the common life of the 
community. Although the Commune lasted for only two months, 
and although most of its own members were unaware of what 
they were doingj^it is now possible to see in their work the first 

E ague outlines of a new form of democracy, of a workers’ State, 
f which we now have a well-developed example before our 
yes.i 

The second important piece of historical evidence bearing 
[on the point arose from the Russian revolution of 1905. Then 
it was found that as the workers got near to possessing power 
(though on this occasion they never achieved it), they threw 
up a network of councils. The Russian word for these bodies is 
s oviet s. Everywhere in Russia these soviets sprang up as the 
workers found an urgent need of some sort of organization 
both to fight for their interests and to defend those interests 
wherever they had been in any degree satisfied. It became 
[evident that these councils, or soviets, were the natural form 
of organization which the workers threw up both for attempting 
(to take power, and for using that power when they had got it. 

Indeed, it may be observed, that it did not, and does not, 
take a revolutionary crisis to make the workers turn to the 
creation of councils for the promotion of their interests. In 
many strikes, especially when the workers concerned are not 
already organized into long established Trade Unions, such 
committees or councils come into being. And, if the strike is 

1 sufficiently extensive for a number of councils to be formed, they 
at once show a tendency to get into touch with each other, to 
federate, by the interchange of delegates. 

This tendency wm very marked in the case of the largest 
strike in which a working class has ever been engaged, the 
British General Strike of 1926. It is not too much to say that in 
the short space of the nine days which the strike lasted the whole 
of Great Britain was covered by a network of these councils. 
Such an extremely rapid formation of workers’ councils was only 
‘possible because there existed, and exists, in Britain, > a pcrma> 
Pent nucleus of such bodies in the Trades Councils. In almost 


t The flstonndine thing U that Marx was able to see this at the time. See hia 
pamplilet Tfu CiifS tVar in lYanee, published wlthla two daye of tlie fall of the 
Comniane. 


* SjmilaF Inetltntlons exist In thany ports of America. 
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every town in Britain the different Trade Unions ha^ long 
been accustomed to send delegates to a periodical tneeli^ of a 
“ Trades and Labour Council,” which considers all matters 
affecting the workers in general, rather than any particular 
trade in that locality. Moreover, not only the Trade Unions, but 
also the working class political parties, send delegates to these 
bodies (delegates from the Independent Labour Party and the 
Communist Party are now excluded). It was round the nuclei 
of these bodies that the strike committees of the British General 
Strike were formed. Hence it is true to say that for a few days 
many British Trades Councils functioned almost as soviets. 

But this is not to say that Trades Councils are embryonic 
soviets. Their composition, which is based essentially upon the 
Trade Union branch is too narrow for that. The type of political 
organization which suddenly and spontaneously covered the 
face of Russia upon the fall of the Tsar, which played a great 
part in the abolition of Russian capitalism seven months later, 
and which has provided the political framework within which 
the first socialist economic system has been built up, was of a 
far wider character than that of any existing British or American 
Trades Council. It directly represented all the workers, whether 
or not they were members of Trade Unions or political parties, 
in its own area. And it secured their representation by basing 
itself upon the actual places of work, the factories, mines and 
offices of those workers. 'f , 

It seems dear, then, that a network of councils, representing 
not only every type of worker, but the whole adult population, 
male and female, is the specific form of democracy by means 
of which the workers may organize their self-government in a 
sociaUst economic system- Of such a kind, experience appears 
to indicate, ore the political institutions which correspond to a 
socialist economic system of planned production for use. 

Commxmists and socialists advocate, then, the replacement 
of the extremely cramped and limited kind of democracy which 
is alone possible under capitalism by a wider, broader, and 
more effective kind of democracy. These new democratic institu- 
tions capable of making genuine self-government possible 
for the whole population; they open the gates of democracy 
tp excluded jaijlions. Thejr will go fsF tp mflke dmoctacy all 
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inclusive, for the workers in Sri tain and America form so high 
a proportion of the population that once they are in a position 
to play a controlling part in affairs we really shall approach, 
for the first time, th e ideal of a sel^govcrning community. 


We must now describe the way in which this new kind of 
democracy works. The network of directly elected councils is so 
constituted that every worker is eligible for one or other of them. 
Rut they are no t elected on the ter ritorial basis of the present 
franchise in Britain and America. For in modern life wc are often 
much more intimately related with pur place of work, our office, 
or our factory, than with the particular area in which we live. 
An office or a factory, and not a block of streets, is the centre 
of most workers’ lives ; tliis is where they are in contact with their 
fellows; this is where questions are discussed: th is is w here 
w orking class o pinion is formed. Hence the collective will of 
the working class, as distinct from the other classes of the 
community, is more readily expressed by this type of semi- 
occupational representation than by our more familiar geogra- 
phically defined constituencies. 

Again, certain workers must temporarily cut themselves off 
from their homes altogether. Serving soldiers, sailors, and air- 
men (or, for that matter, merchant seamen) are examples. How 
painfully elaborate and artificial is the attempt made in Britain 
to give such serving soldiers a vote by post in the constituency 
in which their parents live 1 The soviet form of democracy 
provides that the units of the armed forces themselves elect 
councils (in itself a significant fact); that each merchant ship 
has its council; that, in a word, representation is given, not to 
the abstract individual “ voter,” but to the real units in which 
men and women actually live and work. At the same time, 
some workers (especially married women) do their work at 
home, and for them councils elected upon a territorial basis are 
established. 

The function of these directly elected councils is a double 
one. In the first place, they deal with all matters exclusively 
afiecting the particular unit which elects tliem. For instance, 
a ship’s, or a factory’s, or an office’s council deals with the 
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question of the quality of the food served, with disputes ovei- 
discipline, with leave — with, in a word, matters which may 
sound trivial, but which, as everyone who has ever worked in a 
ship, office, or factory knows, are questions w hich -niq.tter 
inlanseljLta-iiaQpl e in thelr .dfliLv U yes- 

Again, there is a whole range of questions which these primary 
councils will not be able to settle for themselves, but on which 
they will make very strong representations to the higher authori- 
ties which they themselves establish. A factory may be inad- 
equately served by trains and buses. “ Why," its council will 
demand to know, “ were additional buses put on to route 2 
which passes other factories, while none was put on to route 1 
which passes our factory ? " This is the sort of question which 
the primary councils must continually take up. 

Their other function is to elect delegates to what we may 
I call secondary councils which federate a group of primary 
councils. These secondary councils, naturally, have a wider 
jurisdiction. They usually cover a whole town or region. They 
do work analogous to that of out municipalities or coimty 
councils. 

These secondary councils in turn elect delegates to a supreme 
central council in which sovereignty resides. This central council, 
elected by the regional councils, is analagous Lo the British 
Parliament and the American Congress. It cannot make, and 
is not intended to make, any attempt to carry on the actual 
work of governing the country. For this purpose it elects a 
smaller, but still large, executive committee which reviews 
legislative and administrative work in some detail. But this 
executive committee is itself too large for actual administration. ^ 
Accordingly, it selects certain individuals who form a body 
analogous to the British and American cabinets. Each member 
of this governing executive has charge of a department of State. 
Some of these departments are the same as those existing in 
capitalist States, e.g. Foreign Affairs, Justice, Education, Post 
and Telegraphs, Dcfencei others ore different. For in a socialist 
economic system there must be departments responsible for 
portfeulot groups of industries. 

. j 

1 Tn tnimy myir tl>la exe^iitiTe committee w mote analogous to Congtess At 
rtoUament. But actual soveteiirntr tealdea iu the latner Coaetess. 
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There is no doubt that these new democratic institutions 
produce a far wider measiu'e of democracy than do Parliaments 
or Congresses. They enable large numbers of the population 
actually to participate in the making of the innumerable day-to- 
day decisions which concern the primary local councils. They 
enable a miner, for example, to have an effective say in whether 
available funds should be spent on new pithead baths or on 
a new housing scheme, as well as enabling him to help to choose 
the men who are to fill the highest posts in the central govern- 
ment. They provide a method of permeating society from top 
to bottom with democratically made decisions. The difference 
between existing capitalist democracy and this new kind of 
working class, or ** soviet,” democracy, as it is often called from 
the Russian example, has been put this way. The former enables 
the workers to decided which of two nominees of the capitalist 
class should govern them. The latter enables the workers to 
■govern themselves. Such is the outline of that form of democracy 
which the working class has evolved for the purposes of its 
struggle to abolish capitalism and to establish socialism. 

It is now becoming clear, however, that as and when that 
task is, in its main essentials, accomphshed, the type of demo- 
cratic sti-ucture corresponding to a socialist economic system 
of planned production for use undergoes further development. 
I-It is becoming clear that such features of the soviet system, 
as an oc cupation al instead of a geographical electoral basis, 
and the indkect election of the higher organs of government 
by the lower, are essential parts of the rule of the working 
class as such. As and when socialism is achieved and a) 
society free from class divisions appears, they become un- 
, necessary. 

As these chapters are being written (summer 1986) the whole 
vast population of the Soviet Union is engaged in high debate 
upon the draft of a new constitution, which has been prepared 
for the consideration of a new Congress of Soviets to be sum- 
moned in the latter months of 1938. The present draft does not, 
as it has been ignorantly alleged, abolish the system of workers' 
soviets or councils as the essential political organs of a socialist 
economic system. On the contrary. Articles 2 and 8 of the draft 
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declare that “ the political foundation of the U.S.S.R. is formed 
by the soviets of toilers deputies. ... All power in the U.S.S.R. 
belongs to the toilers of the town and village in the form of 
soviets of toilers deputies.” The whole elaborate structure of 
these soviets, or councils, is preserved. What is alterei^s the 
method by which these bodies are to be elected. all 

Jof them, including t he SuPLe me Council of the ILS^S.R..-ar£ .fear 
]»e elected by direct, ji niye rsal and secr et ball ot, up on the basi s 
kof geographically ^efined_ constituencies, 
r Thus two features of the present system are abandoned, 
yizt the occupational franchise and the election of the higher 
'councils by Idie lower ones instead of by the electorate as a 
■whole. This latter change is obviously a general extension of 
democratic rights, made practicable by the growing experience 
and political activity of the soviet population. The former 
change, from an occupational to a geographical franchise, is 
more interesting. That it has been proposed in the draft con- 
stitution indicates that in the opinion of the leaders of soviet 
thought a classless society is, for the first time in the history 
of human civilization, actually coming into being. For, once 
classes have actuaUy been abolished, the objections to the 
geographical constituency, and the advantages of the occupa- 
tional constituency, disappear. In a cla.5!>less society the pre- 
suppositions of liberal political theory, upon which we have all 
been brought up — in particular the postulate that each citizen 
can be given his or her exact share in the government by giving 
him or her one, and only one, vote — ^become true. These pre- 
suppositions are disastrously false in any society in which the 
means of production are owned by a limited class. For in such 
societies this limited class of owners will inevitably dominate 
the whole community, whatever the constitution may say. 
These liberal presuppositions are stUl false during the transi- 
tional period when the working class has captured political 
power, is taking over the means of production, and is building 
them up into a system of planned production for use. But these 
presuppositions become true when, such an economic system 
has begun to function, and when, accordingly, class differences 
have largely disappeared. Then, but not till then, a system of 
formal democracy can fulfil its promise of giving all its citizens, 
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when it gives them the vote, a real share in the government 
of the community. Hence, paradoxically enough, a socialist 
society re-adopts some of the democratic forms with which 
we are famihar. But it does not do so until, by its complete 
transformation of the economic and social system, it has laid 
down the indispensable foundation without which these demo- 
cratic institutions can be only a little better than empty forms. 

^To put the matter in another way: during the transitional 
stage between capitalism and socialism there is no possibility 
of an all-inclusive democracy. For, during this stage, classes still 
exist. And there can be no democracy between classes: there can 
be no democracy between those who own and those who do 
not o^vn the means of production. During this stage, if socialism 
is to be built up, the working class must dominate the community 
just as completely as does the capitalist class in a capitalist 
society^ But this consideration takes us to the next stage in our 
description of that political structure which corresponds to a 
socialist economic system. 



Chapter XIV 


The Dictatorship of the Working Class 

The political objective of communists and socialists is, then, 
the establishment of a broader and more highly developed 
form of democracy. What, then, is meant by the famous phrase, 
“ the dictatorship of the proletariat ” ? 

Now most people when they use the word dictatorship have 
in mind the absolute, irresponsible, and uncontrolled rule of 
one man over the whole of the rest of the community, The 
regime of the Roman Empei-ors from Augustus to Augustulus 
(27 D.c. to A.D. 475) is the classical example of this type of 
government. The Fascist regimes of Hitler and Mussolini 
are its contemporary prototypes.* The undesirability of this 
type of government is so weU, established that we need not 
discuss it. Is this the land of government which we should have 
in a socialist Britain and America ? It is not. When we speak 
of the necessity of establishing “ the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat,” as a condition for the achievement of socialism, we 
mean something totally different. 

We saw in Chapter VIll that the capitalist economic system 
inevitably produced two classes, or groups, of citizens, namely 
the capitalists, drawing their incomes from their ownership 
of the means of production, and the workers, drawing their 
incomes in respect of work. Nov) so long as these two classes exist, 
one is going to rule the of Aer. Either the capitalists will be on 
top ruling the workers, or the workers will be on top ruling the 
capitalists. Nor can there be, except for very brief and unstable 
periods, any intermediate position: there cannot be, for long, any 
Jh^noe of power between these two classes. One. class, ^or the 
is hound to be in effective control of the State machinery 
making and unmaking the laws and enforcing them 
the rest of the community. There can be little or no reality 
any politicarl theory which ignores this division of our existing 

* It wlU lie found on exomtnadon, boveve*, that the dictator is never anj^ing 
like so absolute or uncontrolled as he appears to be. He is always, in fact, ruling 
on behalf of some oJass or, possibly, coition of classes. 
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societies into two classes, living different lives and drawing 
their incomes from different souices.^ 

The original form of capitalist or parliamentary democracy 
did not ignore class division. During most of the last century 
in Britain democracy was frankly and openly democracy for 
the capitalist class alone. The property qualification fur the 
franchise debarred anyone who did not have a certain minimum 
amount of property from voting. But since the establishment 
of a universal franchise this has been changed. We seem to have 
established in Britain and America a democracy for all, whether 
they are capitalists or workers. Each has one vote, and only one. 
Each seems to take an equal part in governing the country. 

But communists and socialists (and almost everyone else, 
for that matter) are convinced that this is an illusion. In spite 
of the establishment of universal franchise, the capitalist class 
is almost, though not quite, as exclusively the ruling class, 
dictating to the workers, as ever it was. The methods by which 
the capitalist class has maintained, in all essentials, its exclusive 
power to make and unmake the laws, in spite of the grant of the 
franchise to the workers, are also well known to most people. 
They are based upon the fart that their ownership of the means « 
of production gives the capitalists control over men’s whole 
lives. In particular, the capitalists own the essential means for 
the production of political opinion, the newspapers, the wireless, 
the schools, and the cinemas, in exactly the same way that they 
own the means for the production of steel and of concrete. 
Moreover, they have set up, in both England and America, ex- 
^ tremely elaborate political organizations, in the form of capital- 
ist political parties (viz. the Republican and Democratic parties 
in America and the Conservative party in Britain), These vast 
political organizations are themselves very powerful means for 
the production of political opinions — ^for inducing men to vote 
in any desired manner. And these organizatlons^re again the 

C ost exclusive possession of the capitalist class. For the cost 
their establishnfient and maintenance is extremely high 
ae millions of poiuids per annum all told), so that the workers 

^ And, be jt observed, orthodox politicft] theory, as it Is taught in British and 
American Universities, does almost wholly ignore the divUion of modem, society 
pito these two classes. Benee its notodous {Utility, 
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cannot effectively maintain iiuch organizations. By tlicse means 
the capitalists have, in Britain and America, been able to induce 
a majority of the population to vote for a continuance of capital- 
ist rule. They can claim to have thus obtained the workers’ 
assent to the capitalists’ dictatorship. But that fact does not 
mean that their rule is not still in fact a dictatorship. 

But, it may be objected, a rdgime which has to use all these 
elaborate methods to induce members of the subjected classes 
to assent to it, has evidently become modified. Has it not been 
modified so much that it can no longer be called a dictatorship ? 
Does not the development of the last fifty years in Britain, 
for example, mark the gi’adual emergence of a genuine democ- 
racy independent of, and above, either class ? It is true that 
the need of the British and American capitalists to win the assent 
of the workers in one sense weakens their dictatorship. But it 
is not true that it causes it to cease to be a dictatorship. The 
test arises if, and whenever, the above means for the production 
of political opinion fail of their effect. If ever and whenever 
the workers, despite all the suasion and all the prcssiwe which 
can he put upon them, vote for something which seriously 
infringes upon the dictatorship of the capitalist class, then 
a way is always found by which their democractic decision 
is discounted and the rule of the capitalists is maintained 
substantially intact. Capitalist democracies always turn out 
to be truly democratic so long as the workers vote for the 
capitalists, and not for one moment longer. For if the workers 
persist in voting for measures incompatible with the proper’ 
functioning of capitalism, the capitalists unhesitatingly scrap 
democracy and carry on their dictatorsliip without "the assent 
of the workers. 

r This has actually happened in a series of European States. 
And the situation in which it happened will sooner or later 
pccux in botji Britain and America. For even our existing 
imperfect democratic institutions are becoming more and mor^ 
incompatible with capitalism. In spite of all their highly 
fleeted methods for the formation of opinion, the capitalists 
are finding it more and more difficult to induce the workers 
to ^ve their assent to the measures which are now necessary 
to the preservation of c^italism. For these measures are 
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becoming ever more disastrous to the workers: they involve 
ever more serious “ sacrifices ” (as they are called) from the 
whole non-capitalist population. The ever-growing economic 
difficulties in which the system is becoming involved necessitate 
taking their employment, and so their livelihoods, from more 
and more workers, and reducing drastically the incomes of 
many others. The propaganda technique needed to induce men 
to give their own consent to such measures taxes more and more 
the resources of the capitalist spokesmen. 

Moreover, under the conditions of capitalist democracy, tlie 
capitalist’s monopoly of the means of propaganda is never 
perfect. As formally, legalistically, the workers are free 
to publish a few very_ small newspapers, if they can ever 
command sufficient resoui'ces, to hold meetings out of doors or 
in inexpensive halls, and to organize, though with great difficulty 
and by means of heavy self-sacrifice, their own political parties 
— they are able to make themselves articulate to some extent. 
These ‘means of counter-propaganda, puny as they are compared 
to the means possessed by the capitalists, serve to make it still 
more difficult to induce the workers to vote for their own 
destitution. 

Accordingly, the capitalists find themselves forced, so long 
as they preserve democracy, to moke some concessions. In 
order to give their vast propaganda apparatus something 
plausible to say, they sometimes (especially in Britain) have 
made concessions, or, more often, have refrained from imposing 
cuts, which were really necessary to the proper fvmctioning of 
capitalism. Thus the necessity imder democracy of winning 
the workers’ consent becomes a more and more intolerable 
limitation on that freedom of action which, as the economic 
crisis gets worse, becomes more and more necessary to the 
capitalists. 

It is at this point that the fact of capitalist class dictatorship, 
underlying all democratic forms, reveals itself unmistakably. 
For experience proves that if the -workers now try to use the 
existing democratic institutions to supersede capitalism itself, 
then those institutions are abolished by the capitalists. 

The only way in which the workers can rid themselves of 
I capitalism and organhse a socialist economic system is rapidly 
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to push to the front the specifically working class democraLic 
institutions, such as trade unions and workers* councils, which 
exist in an embryonic form under capitalism and which, we 
saw, become the main political institutions of a socialist society. 

Now these institutions, when they have been developed into 
institutions of government, will constitute a democracy for the 
workers. But at the same time these institutions will constitute 
a workers’ dictatorship over the capitalist class. This is what we 
mean when we say that in order to get rid of capitalism it is 
necessary to establish a workers’ dictatorship.! In order to 
Ipgtahlish ftconomic. system i t IS ne(^ssary ^_that. is 

t o any, working class Jto, assume exactly that p olitical 

rel ationship .. to-t.hft„cflBitalist clajiR wbic.h the _capitaIisi-.-class 
nnw class Within the Working claSS there 

will be effective democracy, just as to-day there is effective 
[democracy within the capitalist class. Over the capitalist class 
there will be dictatorship, just as to-day there is dictatorship 
over the woriting class. 

For the existence of social classes cannot, unfortunately, 
be abolished overnight with the accession to power of the 
working class. Separate classes will be abolished as and when 
a socialist economic system of production for use is built up. 
For, as we saw in Fart I, such a system distributes income, not 
from two antithetical sources, but uniquely in respect of work 
done. But the building up of such a system takes time. The 
workers will not be able to take all the means of production 
out of the hands of the capitalists on the day after their acces- 
sion to power. And even after that has been done experience 
indicates that the former capitalists constitute for some time 
a well-defined and aggressively hostile class which has to be 
ruled. 

The rule of the working class, coming to their decisions demo- 
cratically amongst themselves, but dictating to the capiudist class, 
is, then, what is meant by a toorkers’ dictatorship. 

iMj, and Mrs. Sidney Webb’s Soviet Communism contains a 
passage id which they admit with characteristic candour thdr 

! For the salce of slinplHty T un the phrase " wotfcers* dictatorship ” or ** the 
diotaturshlp of the working olass ’* Instead of the correot <im«ntt»c term. *' the 
dletatorshtp of the pWfetaTOtt," * . v w 
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inability to understand the political concept represented by the 
phrase, "the dictatorship of the proletariat." They write: 

" This high-sounding plirase, used more than once by Karl 
Marx, and repeatedly and vehemently endorsed by Lenin, 
has been accepted by those in authority as an official desig- 
nation of the constitution of the U.S.S.R., in preference 
to any reference to the leadership of the Communist party 
or the early slogan of ‘ All Power to the Soviets.’ We frankly 
confess that we do not understand what was or is meant 
by this phrase. As rendered in English it seems to mean a 
dictatorship exercised by the proletariat over the community 
as a whole. But if terms are to be taken literally this is a 
union of two terms which contradict each other. Dictatorship, 
as government by the will of a single person, cannot be govern- 
ment by the will of an immense class of persons. Moreover, 
if by the proletariat is meant the immense mass of the popula- 
tion dependent upon their daily earnings, or as Marx fre- 
quently meant, the whole of the workers engaged in industrial 
production for wages, the dictatorship of proletariat would, 
in highly developed capitalist societies like Great Britain, 
where three-quarters of all men of working age are wage 
earners, mean no more than the rule of the immense majority 
of the population. Why, then, should it be termed a dictator- 
ship ? ” 

This passage contains a number of separate misapprehen- 
sions. Dictatorship, in the sense of that word habitually used 
by communists, does not mean the rule of one individual. 
The dictatorship of the working class does mean precisely 
what Mr. and Mrs. Webb say it would mean in Great Britain 
(or America)—*' the rule of an immense majority over a min- 
ority." Why, then, do not commrmists claim that the political 
system which they advocate is a complete democracy ? They 
do not make this claim because they see that such a system 
does imply the non-democratic, coercive, and, in that precise 
sense, Tn)i» of the immense — of— the 

p^ p ylf ftinn ..over t.be m inority oL iemaktin g capita lists. And, 
as communists are political scientists before they are 


loO THE POLITICAL SYSTEJI 

propagandists, they give such a system a name which correctly 
characterizes it — namely the dictatorship of one class, the 
workers, over another class, the capitalists. For, they repeat, 
it is not until neither of these classes any longer exists, and 
I both have been fused into a homogeneous society, that a true 
all-inclusive democracy, free from dictatorial elements, can be 
established. 

It has been necessary for communists to stress the necessity 
of the establishment of a working class dictatorship. For it 
has been, and still is, continually alleged by those labour leaders 
who at present control the British and American working class 
movements Aihat our existing democratic institutions have 
nothing specifically capitalist about them; that they can be 
used by the workers as readily as by the capitalists, that they 
can in particular be used to replace capitalism by socialism. 
There exists, we arc told, an abstract democracy, independent 
of economic systems or class relations. And this abstract de- 
mocracy the workers can use and must not dare to abolish. 

I No view has been more fatal than this to any hope of success 
for the workers in the task of ridding themsdves of capitalism 
^and establishing socialism. For it has served to lull them into 
the false security of believing that they had nothing to do to 
I get socialism but to vote against the capitalists in sufficient 
numbers. The consequences of the acceptance by the workers 
of this false view of the nature of democracy have proved 
very terrible, For this was an important factor in making it 
possible for the Italian and German capitalists to set up their 
Fascist regimes. Hence wc must insist upon the necessity of 
that transfoimation of our political institutions which is best 
described as the establishment of a workers’ dictatorship, if 
there is to be any hope of socialisra. 

But this necessity has, unavoidably, enabled the capitalist 
spokesmen to confuse our minds with their clamour about the 
communists’ and socialists’ intention to destroy democracy and 
establish a dictatorship. Communists and socialists propose, 
on the contrarj”, that the workers should destroy one dictator* 
ship, that of the' "capitalists, and replace it with another, 
their own. But a workers’dictatorship will establish democracy 
fSr by far the greater part of the population while destroying 



THE DICTATOIISIIIP OF THE WOHKING CLASS 157 

democracy for the small capitalist class alone. For it -will be 
the comparatively small capitalist class alone over which the 
new dictatorship wiU be exercised. 

Moreover, the capitalist class, having had its ownership 
of the means of production taken from it, will be gradually 
absorbed into the working class, which will thus become co- 
extensive with society itself. Then, and not till then, will the 
establishment of true, all-inclusive democracy become possible. 
(The extraordinary historical importance of the new Soviet 
Constitution is that it shows that the Soviet Union is now 
reaching this point.) Thus what the spokesmen of capitalism 
call democracy means the effective subjection of the mass of 
the popidation to a small minority, whilst what communists 
and socialists call dictatorship means the subjection of a small 
and ever-divindling minority to the great majority of the popu- 
lation — which is itself democratically organized. 



Chapteb XV 

A Party of the Working Class 

We have not yet described one of the most important of the 
political institutions of working class democracy. This institution 
plays an essential part both in the workers’ rule over society 
as a whole during the period of the transition from capitalism 
to socialism and in the mobilization of the whole population for 
the continuous economic, social and cultural development of 
the community, once the foundations of socialism have been laid. 

This intrument is a new type of political party. The working 
class, both in its struggles against capitalism and during its 
struggle to maintain and secure its own rule after the abolition 
of capitalism, is forced by the very conditions of these struggles 
to evolve a new type of political organization, known as a working 
class party. We say advisedly that this is a new type of political 
organization, for although it is described by the old term 
“ party,” it has in reality very little resemblance to the familiar 
political parties of such countries as Britain and America. 
(It may, mdeed, be a pity that some new term has not been 
devised to describe this new political entity. For to English 
and American ears the term party has come almost to imply 
the existence of another party, to carry with it the suggestion 
of electoral competition between organizations designed to 
catch the maximum number of votes in elections; and nothing 
could be much further than this from the conception of “ the 
party,” as that conception has been developed in the inter- 
national working class movement.) 

The working class conception of a party, is on the contrary, 
that of an organization which comprises all the most active, 
intelligent, conscientious and politically conscious members of 
the working dnss, It is the essential political organization of the 
workers as a class, just as the Trade Unions are, as we saw, the 
essential economic and sectional organizations of the workers, as 
eti^neers, miners, spinners, weaver’s, or dockers. This form of 
organization has been found to be just as important an instru- 
ment for the exercise of working class rule as the above-described 
structure of workers’ councils. 

^ But these two instruments of government, the workers* 



A PARTY OF THE WORKING CLASS 


159 


/oouncils and the workers’ party, are not mutually exclusive; 
they inter-penetrate each other. The workers’ party does not 
work separately from, or in rivalry with, the councils. It works 
in the councils. It brings together the keenest, most efficient, 
intelligent and hard-working members of these councils and 
gives them the opportunity to lead and guide the work. Above 
nil, it permeates every institution of a workers’ State with 
common methods of work and with a common will and purpose. 
It will be seen how meaningless those who hold this conception 
of the party as an essential instrument of working class rule 
must find the familiar accusation that what has actually been 
established m the Soviet Union is not the rule of the working 
class, but the i-;i1r of a pArticnlar party, in this case t heJtussian 

the Working clap s. 

We are entirely unable to separate such a pai*ty from the 
working class out of which it lias sprung. The Russian Communist 
party has been sl owly and pflinfullv built up, over the decades, 
by the enormous struggles of the Russian workers. It now com- 
prises, with its auxiliary organizations, nearly ten million 
persons, the great majority of whom are still actively engaged 
m productive work. How such an organization could separate 
1 itself oft from the class of which it forms an indissoluble part, 
'we ate unable to understand. We are far from denying the 
dominating part which the workers’ party takes m every sphere 
of soviet life. But we are convinced that this very fact is itself 
a demonstration that in the socialist society of the Soviet Union 
the working class, in actual practice, and having foimd the 
appropriate forms of organization to enable it to do so, rules 
and directs the whole life of the community. 

A working class political party, of which the Russian Com- 
munist party is the first fully developed example, is natm-aJly 
not wholly different from the political organizations which the 
capitalist class has always formed for the exercise of its rule. 
|For the capitalist class habitually rules by means of one or more 
(political parties, even though these capitalist parties are far 
less fully and consciously developed organizations for making 
effective the will of a given class than is a workers’ party. Tht* 
British governing class, for example, has always maintained 
and still maintains its rule quite as much by means of its political 
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parties, or pai’ly, as by means of its king, law couits, parlia- 
ments and state apparatus. 

The British capitalists have now', to all intents and purposes, 
followed the example of the Russian workers in creating one 
unified party for the expression of the will of their class. In 
the past in Britain, and even now in America, the capitalists 
have organized two or more political parties, usually represent- 
ing sub-divisions of their class, with differing interests on 
particular points, to carry on their rule in alternating periods 
of office (e.g. the Conservative and Liberal parties in Great 
Britain, the Republican and Democratic parties in Amei’ica).! 

But such a division of its forces is only possible to any class 
when its rule is virtually michallenged. Whenever the right and 
ability of the class as a whole to rule the community is seriously 
challenged, either by a new class aspiring to power, or by an 
old class but lately dethi'oned, and determined to regain its 
position, differing interests within the ruling class become 
relatively insignificant. In such circumstances a ruling class 
invai'iahly consolidates its political organizations; it forges a 
unique instrument for the expression of its will. 

This doctrine may seem strange to some readers; but if it 
does so, that is merely because the capitalist class does not 
think, or at any rate does not speak, self-consciously. Capitalist 
spokesmen sometimes talk, it is true, of their particular political 
poily ruling the country. i But they do not notice, or, at any 
rate, they do not say, that the real position is that the capitalist 
class rules the country through or hy means of a particular 
political parly. Hence there is nothing peculiar or exceptional 
at)out the fact that the working class, when it gets power, 
organizes a political party as the irvstmmcnt of carrying out 
its w'ill. What is peculiar to the working class is that its partie s 
TTtVffh, pn1iHnnT_ciTgn.nizg.tinn. Tlenee 

they are even m ore firmlv. and far mQ jeJtaLnklg-.geQied-ui the 
cla ss wh^ has gi^n them birth thi^n fir s the capitalist -part ies. 

1 0ae of the last of the philosopher statesmen of the British capitalists (Lord 
Behoiir> once told an audience that tliey must see to it tlwt “ the Great Unionist 
iWtji ehonld sUll control, whether in power or in opposition, the destinies of 
this OTeat Empire.” (Quoted in The State in Theory and Prattejhy Harold .I.*' 
Iioatdii (This valuablo volume is an exception to the assertion made on p. ISI tliat 
)>ol{Ucal tiieory as taught in British and American universities ignoies the exists 
euce of oltiascs.) 
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Wo are now in a position to see the main features of a working 
class state such as can alone provide the necessary political 
framework for the building up of a socialist economic system, 
^The workers in theii* struggles with capitalism slowly become 
conscious of themselves as a separate class in society. Out of 
that consciousness comes the impulse to build up a political 
party, a higher type of organization, that is to say, than a Trade 
.Union. They are impelled to evolve an organization which can 
represent them as workers, instead of sectionally. This organiz- 
ation, this party, must always be the main and essential instru- 
ment by which the workers acquire political power, take the 
means of production from the capitalists and maintain them- 
selves in power during the period of the construction of a 
socialist economic system. But as soon as the workers have 
acquired political power they abolish the existing political 
system of parliamentai’y democracy and put in its place the 
system of workers’ political institutions which we have described 
above. The conjunction of these two things, viz. a doniinant 
workers’ party, working in and through the institutions of 
working class democracy, constitutes a working class state. 

There is still, however, one more essential element in a work- 
ing class state. Just as the class is evolved out of the social 
and economic relations of capitalist society, and just as the 
party is evolved out of the struggles of the class, so a group of 
I leaders, and often one predominant leader, are evolved out of 
Ithe struggles of the party. The Russian Communist party 
was fortunate in throwing up (or rather it is to be admired for 
having thrown up, for no doubt parties have the leaders which 
they deserve) two men as its leaders who proved themselves 
to be buUh upon a scale adequate to the gigantic events of the 
period through which they lived. Lenin and Stalin showed 
themselves men capable of piloting a working class tbrougb the 
successive stages of the captiure of the power of the state from 
the capitalists, the acquisition of the means of production, 
and the organization of a socialist economic system. Men have 
never accomplished larger tasks. It is a profoundly encouraging 
fact that such leaders were evolved by the working class. For 
from seeking to minimize or to apologize for the vital part 

Fs 



162 


THE POLITICAL SYSTEM 


which they have played, and which Stalin still plays, in the life 
of the soviet state, we take very great pride in their work. Their 
work is the highest example of all the enormous mass of devoted 
work which has been necessary for the first successful attempt at 
consciously willed social change which the world has ever seen. 

Thus in this case also we can find no meaning in the allegation 
that first Lenin and now Stalin made themselves personal 
dictators. Stalin is the culminating figure in a whole group of 
men, which includes the several million members of the Com- 
munist party, and in the last analysis includes the whole Russian 
working class, who exercises power in the Soviet Union. After 
more than a decade of startlingly successful leadership Stalin’s 
authority is now immense. But this is not to suggest for a 
moment that Stalin is able to rule according to his own whim 
or fancy. If we can imagine Stalin losing his reason and ordering 
the Russian Communist party and the soviets to restore then.’ 
property in the means of production to the former Russian 
capitalists we should soon see whether or not he was a “ personal 
dictator.” Stalin leads and rules because he has proved (and 
uot merely since he became the leading figure in the Russian 
Communist party, but during his whole life) that he can show 
the Russian workers the way forward to the eslablislunent of the 
first socialist system in the history of the world. If he were to 
lose that ability he would give way to some other leader. Again 
there is nothing peculiar to the worldng class in a necessity to 
rule through and by means of chosen leaders. All other classes 
which have ever ruled society, including the capitalist class, 
have had to do so by means of leaders. They have ruled not 
only by setting up their characteristic political institutions 
(monarchies, empires, parliaments, republics and the like); 
they have done so not only by organizing their most active 
members into political parties; they hnve also been compelled 
by the necessities of government to select appropriate individuals 
leaders, and to give these leaders a great measure of power. 
This is how all classes have had to rule: there is no other way. 
For classes, consisting of hundreds of thousands, or millions 
of men, have never been able to exercise their rule directly. 
They have had to delegate the task to a group of specialists. 
T he Workip g la no exception to this rule. T he fact tha t 
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it, like every other-clasa— gtrger na -thrau gli- and Jay means _af. 
partjGijJxiJ_indivicluals or leaders a s well as. iJypugh a nd by 
means of a.pxditical-papt. y. no more means that it isjiqt the 
govern ing clas s in jhj»_Soviet-IInlnD-t bfl.n a simil ar nenessity 
means-tha,t-tJie..capitalists are nnt the governin g c lass in Britain, 
o r Am eriea. The Russian workers rule through Sialin, Kalinin, 
Kaganovich, Voroshilov, and their other leaders, just as at 
the moment of Avriting (1930) the British capitalists rule through 
Baldwin, Chamberlain, MacDonald, etc., and the American 
capitalists through Roosevelt, Hull, Farley, etc. What is, 
however, unique about the working class rule is that the workers 
choose their leaders far more carefully, through the long and 
jsearching apprenticeship of work in the party, and control them 
Ifar more closely, than do the capitalists. 

The necessity which all former governing classes have had, 
to exercise their rule through a party, and ultimately through a 
group of leaders, or even predominantly through an individual 
leader, has often given rise to enormous abuses. Political parties 
frequently become demagogic and corrupt. They may cease 
adequately to serve even the interests of the class which has 
organized them: they may attempt to turn themselves into 
independent parasitical oligarchies, living off a sort of tribute. 
\This tribute may be out of all proportion to the seavices which 
they render to the ruling class. (The capitalist class invariably 
has trouble of this sort with its Fascist parties.) 

Again, groups of leaders, or individual leaders, have often 
/proved unwilling or unable effectively to safeguard the interest 
|of the class which they serve. They may (as did the later Roman 
emperors, for example) make themselves almost intolerable 
even to the governing class by means of their arbitrary exactions, 
their favouritism, and their power of life and death over indi- 
viduals. For they often ti'ade on the fact of their indispcnsability \ 
to the governing class, more especially when that class is in 
decline. They know that in such a period a governing class 
must often put up with every injustice and infamy rather than 
attempt to change its executive olHcers, and thus cause a dis- 
unity and confusion which may be fatal to its rule. 

The working class, so long as capitalism exists (and it is, 
therefore, surrounded by a capitalist environment), has no 
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perfect guarantee against the same type of difficulty. But after 
capitalism has been overthrown, or at any rate after the remains 
of capitalism have substantially disappeared, this kind of thing 
becomes practically impossible. We are not suggesting of course 
that the worldng class, after the full establishment of socialism, 
will secure perfect leaders. Its leaders will continue to have all sorts 
of human imperfections and inadequacies. But it will be, in a fully 
socialist environment, increasingly impossible for working class 
lenders (nnd still more for a worlang class party ) to separate them- 
.selves of£ from the working class and divert or pervert the power 
with which they have been enstrusted to personal or base uses. 

For it is only so long as substantial elements of capitalism 
are in existence (as they were, for example, until very recently 
in the Soviet Union) that a mercenary or corrupt leader will 
find scope for his tastes. As and when socialist forms of economic 
life and the cultural and ethical values wliich go with them, come 
into existence, it will become more and more out of the question for 
considerable troubles to arise from tlie personal defects of leaders. 

It is not claimed that the Soviet Union has yet reached a 
point of development at which the safeguarding of the highest 
level of character amongst the leading figures in every sphere of 
national life has ceased to be necessary. And in fact the Russian 
workers have evolved a highly developed and very effective 
method for maintaining this standard. Every member of the 
Russian Communist party has to undergo a periodical re-exami- 
nation of his whole record, and he is unhesitatingly dropped 
from membership of the party, and thus ceases to be eligible 
for the higher fields of leadership, if he cannot demonstrate 
from his whole life’s record his suitability for positions of trust. 

Finally we must notice the views of those who complain that 
the Russian workers have been slow in building up effective 
democratic institutions. “It may be,” such critics say, “that 
uull democracy, even for the workers, could not be introduced 
at the time of the revolution. It may be that democracy for 
all cannot be achieved imtil social classes have disappeared. 
But has the Soviet Union yet established the most ordinary 
democratic practices ? Why, one of the most elementary of 
democratic institutions, viz. voting by secret ballot instead of 
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by open show of hands, was only proposed in 1936 — ^nineteen 
years after the revolution.” 

But progress in the establishment, and practice in the use, of 
democratic institutions must be measured whence you start. 
The Russian workers started out without the most elementary 
experience in self-government. Five centuries of unbroken 
autocracy had deprived the Russian masses of that useful 
experience in self-government which the workers of the Western 
world, with their Trade Unions, their co-operative societies, 
their access to elected local authorities, and their experience of 
universal suffrage, have enjoyed. 

Moreover, the question is in fact broader than this. The great 
development of our productive resources which British and 
American capitalism has achieved, has at once enabled and 
necessitated a substantial improvement in the cultural level of 
the masses. For example, literate workers are necessary to the 
effective conduct of modem methods of production. In order 
to meet that need, extensive, and in some respects efficient, 
educational systems have been created. Little of this develop- 
ment took place in Tsarist Russia. In particular the vast majority 
of the population remained illiterate. (In this fact alone we havo 
a sufficient explanation of why the ballot was not introduced 
before 1986 j for voting by secret ballot is impossible for an 
illiterate population; and it was only by 1936 that the soviets 
had accomplished, even in the main, the colossal task of teach- 
ing a hundred and sixty million Russians to read and write.) 

The irony of history dictated that the extreme backward- 
ness of Tsarism, which led to its overthrow, and which thus 
gave the Russian workers their opportunity to build a socialist 
society, has at the same time made the building of a socialist 
society much more difficult than it will be elsewhere. For every 
socialist society must necessarily start at the point of cultural, 
s\s well as economic, development reached by the particular 
capitalism which it .supersedes.*^ 

' MaiX foresaw dearly tliat this must Inevitably be so. Indeed, he could hardly 
luive expiessed binisclf more forcibly on the point. “ A communUt society emcrgeB 
from capitalist society,” he wrote, **u] every respect tainted econotnlcoDy,*' 
morally and intellectUEdly with the hereditary diseases of the old society from 
whose womb It is emerging,” {The Critique of the Gotha Programme, p. 29 of the 
Martin Lawience edition.) As we noted on p IIS, Marx is here using the concept of 
the lower stage of communism m the sense which we aie using the word sadaiism..^ 
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This fact is becoming recognized in the economic sphere. It 
is becoming clear to many people that the Russians have had 
to make such heroic and painful efforts in order to achieve 
industrialization because of the extremely backward state of 
the productive apparatus which they inherited. Many people 
are coming to realize that the British and American people 
would start out upon the building up of socialism with imcom’ 
parably better productive equipment. But it is still almost 
invariably overlooked that a similar consideration applies, 
with equal force, in the case of cultural development. 

It is true that from the moment of their accession to power 
in 1917 the Russian workers established democratic institutions 
far superior, for the immense majority of the population, than 
any which the world had hitherto Icnown. But they had to learn 
to uae these institutions: to learn to use their Trade Unions, 
their Co-operative Societies, their elaborate and all-pervasive 
system of councils, and their party. (One of the things which the 
new Constitution impUes is tlrat the Russian people have passed 
on to a new and far higher stage in their political self-education.) 
The heritage of Tsardom made it necessary for the Russian 
jeople to educate themselves, both in the literal sense of teach- 
ing themselves to read and to write, and more generally in the 
sense of learning by experience how to work democratic 
machinery.'/Thus when the British and American peoples 
establish institutions as democratic as those of the Soviet Union, 
their peoples should be able to develop an all-pervasive system 
of genuine self-government even more rapidly than have the 
Russians. For the British and American peoples will start out 
on the process of building up their socialist societies with 
advantages almost as important for the organization of a free 
political as of a free economic life. The advantages which general 
literacy, a widely diffused capacity to do arithmetic, to keep 
straightforward accounts, and the habits of regularity, disci- 
plined work and punctuality, engendered by modern mechanical 
methods of production, will all be invaluable for the task of 
organizing the new kind of democracy. 

The British and American peoples will inevitably reach that 
joxii^eal point at which any form of democracy becomes incoin- 
Ipatihle with capitalism and the choice presents itself of going 
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forward into a workers’ democracy, capable of laying the 
foundations of socialism, or backwards into a capitalist autoc- 
racy. If at that point they go forward, they wiU possess certain 
striking advantages which were altogether lacking to the 
Russian people. But if they turn back and allow a capitalist 
autocracy on the Fascist model to be established, they will begin 
to lose these advantages. The habits and experience of democ- 
racy will begin to be lost. Every year of fascist despotism serves 
to destroy those qualities in a people which are most useful for 
the building of socialism. Hitler and Mussolini, for example, 
have devoted their not inconsiderable energies to stamping out 
the independence, the self-reliance, the initiative, and power of 
self-government of the German and Italian peoples. Fascist 
regimes gradually reduce the whole cultural level of a people. 
They begin by the destruction of its art and iiteratme. Then 
ihe educational system is drastically curtailed, and what is left 
jerverted to narrowly military ends. Next, the whole of the 
community’s economic and political life falls under the blight. 
T he abilities of a people to build socialism are reduc ed. Finally 
fascism, by precipitating war, leads to the^ physical destruction 
of our modern means of production. Thus any people which 
allows its capitalists to establish a fascist t}rranny over it, and 
which long endures such a tyranny, may well find that in the end, 
when as in sheer self-preservation it must, it overthrows its 
capitalists and begins the task of building up socialism, it will 
be no better equipped, either materially or culttuaUy, than were 
the Russian people. Such a people will know, however, from the 
example of the Russian soviets, that even in such circumstances 
it is possible to build a socialist society. Let us trust, however, 
that the British and American people have no such terrible 
experiences in front of them. They certainly have the oppor- 
tunity to carry over with them into socialism, from their rela- 
tively advanced capitalist democracies, economic and cultural 
assets of great value. 

But th^e is a counteracting factor. The main difficulty which 
faces the British and American workers in organizing them- 
selves Bxst for taking command of the State, and then for 
building up socialism, is undoubtedly the tenacious grip which 
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the whole point of view of capitalism has upon their minds. 
Th e strength of “ capitalist i deology . ” as c omnaunkts call it,_iji 
vpry grea t, not only amongst the British and American property 
owning classes, but also amongst the British and American 
workers themselves. Inevitably so. For capitalism has unques- 
tionably been more successful in Britain and America than 
anywhere else. For four generations the British and American 
workers have seen their respective capitalist classes go from 
triumph to triumph. The British capitalists made their island 
into the workshop of the world and the mistress of the seven 
seas. The American capitalists industrialized a virgin continent 
and have carried the technique of production to the highest 
point ever reached in human history. The British and American 
workers have always had a scanty share in the fruits of these 
triumphs. But this has not prevented them from feeling that 
these were their triumphs also. 

For subjected classes, as Engels points out (vide Anii-Dilhring 
p. 170), wiU always support a governing class so long as that 
governing class succeeds in performing its historical function. 
So long as our capitalists really were developing our powers of 
producjtion at the utmost speed, they 'might give the workers 
most of the work of tliis development and little of its fruits, and 
yet be assured of no unsurmountable opposition. It is only 
when, as now, a governing class begins to fail in its essential 
task, that the subjected classes turn towards opposition. Accord- 
ingly, it is extraordinarily difficult for the British and American 
peoples, even in the face of high piled and conclusive evidence, 
to believe that their capitalists have celebrated their last 
triumphs. With a very pathetic faith, the workers of Great 
Britain, (encouraged by their leaders in the official positions of 
the Labour Party and Trade Union movement) have every 
year since the 'war believed that “ recovery ” was coming. In 
America it is still easier to account for the hold of capitalist 
ideology. For there capitalism only passed its highest point of 
achievement in 1929, and faith in it is still widespread amongst 
the American masses. 


T^ fai^ of the British and American peoples ih capitaUam 
tornits a serious gbstacle to its abolition, and it will form a 
serious obstacle to the construction of a socialist society. For 
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we must face the fact that habituation to the whole point of 
view of capitalism will persist even after the abolition of that 
system. There will undoubtedly be many British and American 
citizens who, although they will possess the technical training 
and ability to take an effective part in socialist construction, will 
l^nd it difficult to do so because their whole habit of mind is cast 
p the mould of a production-for-profit system. 

To borrow a phrase of that remarkable American writer, 
Thorstein Veblen, they wiU possess a “ tr ained incapaci ty ” for 
working in a society based upon production for use. Moreover, 
they already have a trained incapacity even to imagine an 
economic system based on any principle other than that of 
profitability. It is this incapacity which makes it so hard for 
many a sincerely perplexed British or American citizen to see 
any way out of the world’s present plight. The extent to which 
we have been “ conditioned,” as the psychologists would say, 
by the powerful influence of a century and a half of triumphant 
capitalism, can hardly be exaggerated. Perhaps we may envisage 
it by instancing a complete example of conditioning. The erudite 
American critic, Mr. Kenneth Burke, in his book. Permanence 
and Change, ihstances the following experiment: 

” Pavlov’s dog had acquired a meaning for bells when con- 
ditioned to salivate at the sound of one. Other experiments 
have shown that such meanings can be made still more accu- 
rate: chickens can be taught that only one specific pitch is a 
food-signal, and they will allow bells of other pitches to riirg 
unheeded. But people never tremble enough at the thought 
of how flimsy such interpreting of characters is. If one rings 
the bell next time, not to feed the chickens, but to assemble 
them for chopping off their heads, they come faithfully run- 
ning, on the strength of the character which a ringing beU 
possesses for them. Chickens not so well educated would have 
acted more wisely.” (pp. 13-14.) 

The chickens which had their heads cut oft, Mr. Burke implies, 
possessed a “ trained incapacity ” to avoid this fate by running 
away, instead of assembling, when the bell rang. In exactly the 
same way, he indicates, the peoples of the Western world 
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of maintaining the external conditions necessary to the best 
life.”i 

An altcrnativ^e to an acceptance of this very favourable view 
of the State is, however, to examine some existing States and see 
what they look like. How, for example, do we most frequently 
encounter the State in our daily lives ? We encounter the State 
dressed in blue, whenever we walk or drive in the streets of a 
city. We meet a policeman, and that State official is engaged in 
the task of enforcing the law. Nor will this familiar embodiment 
of the State and its powers lead us astray. The more closely we 
examine the State the more we shall become convinced that it is 
an apparatus for enforcing the will, as declared in a system of 
laws, of those who at any given moment control society. 

The State is an apparatus designed for the purpose of coercing 
people to do certain things, and to refrain from doing certain 
other things. It is an apparatus for the application of force, or, as 
it is more usual to say, for enforcing law and order. For behind 
the policeman is the police force. Behind the police force is the 
police station, the jail and the condemned cell. And behind all 
these are the armed forces of the State, the Army, Navy and Air 
Force. These latter forces are ready either to assist the police in 
imposing the wUl of those who have made the laws upon other 
citizens of their own State, or to attempt to enforce their will 
upon othet States in international war. 

Now the view that the State is essentially an apparatus of 
coercion is to many minds both noyel and distasteful. For we 
are accustomed to think of all sorts of other activities as 
characteristic of the State, And it is true that in contemporary 
capitalist society the State does undertake all sorts of other 
activities as well as the enforcement of the law. (This was not 
true of the earlier stages of capitalist society, and is still regarded 
by the strictest capitalist political scientists as something excep- 
tional and regrettable.) Moreover, many of these activities are 
in themselves beneficent. The contemporary State contributes, 
for example, to unemployment insurance benefit; organizes a 
health and sanitation service; provides various forms of pen- 
sions, and generally appears in the rfile of a distributor of income. 

^ For a OTtioal review of ibese theories of the State see the first chapter of 
The Shale in Theoiy and Practice, by Harold J. Laski. 
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How, then, can it be said that the State is essentially an 
apparatus of coercion ? This view can only he established by 
tracing the historical origins of the State. Human societies only 
threw up those social organisms which we caD States (we shall 
describe the process in the next chapter) when they split up 
into distinct social classes, such as we defined in Part I. And the 
reason why the early tribal societies were stateless was because 
they were classless. All civilized societies take the form of States 
because they contain antagonistic social classes. For the function 
of the State is to resolve the conflicts of these classes in favour 
of the dominant or governing class which wields the State’s 
apparatus of coercion. 

This hjrpothesis is able to account for the existence of those 
other beneficent activities which the capitalist State has lately 
undertaken. For when we examine these activities we find that 
the need for them also, to a predominant degree, arises from the 
fact that our contemporary societies are split up into the 
separate classes of capitalists and workers. For example, unem- 
ployment, and so the need for the distribution of unemployment 
insurance benefit, arises, as we saw in Part I, out of the extreme 
inequality in the distribution of income inevitable to capitalism. 
The need for pensions, health insurance, and other social services 
springs also, to a great extent, from the same general cause, viz. 
the relative destitution of the mass of the population in a class- 
divided community. Hence these novel functions of the State 
also arise from the division of society into classes.^ Moreover, 
they are by no means unrelated to the State’s essential and 
original function of coercion. As every contemporary capitalist 
statesman knows, there ore two ways of dealing with unem- 
ployed workers. You can send for the police, and after the police 
for the military, or you can pay the unemployed a dole. Either 
type of State action is necessitated by the existence of the social 
stress which the destitution, and consequent desperation, of the 
unemployed has created. 

We can now define both the character and the function of the 
Slate more fully, ^he State Is an apparatus of coercion, capable 

I- Some of those social services form a necessaiy part of a sodalist system. But 
this is only because a sociabst econonvio system can only gradually achieve its 
econointc ends. They snll be indispensable oidy until complete and imiveisal 
plenly has been attained. 
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of enforcing the will of that class which has acquired the power 
to make the laws. The function of the State is to deal with the 
conflicts and crises which the divisions of society into distinct 
classes with opposed interests is bound to create. It will deal 
with these conflicts principally, although not exclusively, by 
employing force, or the threat of force, in order to ensure that 
the will of the dominant or ruling class shall prevail^ 

This conception of the State seems especially strange to those 
who have forgotten that the present high development of the 
State apparatus of coercion is a very recent one. It is difficult for 
the contemporary Englishman to remember, for example, that 
when he summons “ a bobby ” he is commemorating the fact 
that a State police force was instituted by Sir Robert Peel only 
just over a hundred years ago. Nor do his newspapers, his 
schools, or his wireless service ever remind him, as they describe 
some review, or tattoo, that his forebears waged some of their 
sternest political struggles against the creation of a standing 
army by which those who wielded the power of the State might 
coerce ^e rest of the nation. Indeed, it is true to say that before 
1688, a principal date in the struggle for the acquisition of the 
power of the State waged by the present British governing class, 
the main modern apparatus of State coercion did not exist. 

The permanent existence amongst us of a very large and com- 
plex apparatus of force, though it now seems to most people a 
^matter of course, is in fact a recent innovation. In the past, men 
lived together "without anything like the means of coercion 
which are evidently essential to the existence of our contem- 
porary form of society. This suggests that something has hap- 
pened which has produced internecine conflicts within society of 
a much more formidable character than any which occurred 
previously. Those who rule society now seem to need much more 
powerful means for enforcing their will upon those whom they 
rule than heretofore. (And this in spite of the growth of the 
democratio institutions which we noticed above.) It is true that 
there were class conflicts in Britain before 1688. There were many 
such conflicts, and there was a State whose function it was to 
solve those conflicts i n the interests of the govemme (flass . But 
the instruments oi! force (such as ad, hoc levies and temporary 
armies rallscd lor special occasions, and the like), which the State 
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used for this purpose, were puny and embryonic when compared 
to the instruments of State coercion which are now maintained 
in permanency. Hence it is difBcult to avoid the conclusion that 
those conflicts were relatively mild and infrequent. The opposing 
dasses into which society is now split up have evidently become 
more solidly and fixedly ranked against each other than ever 
before. The extraordinary growth in the State apporatus of 
coercion indicates that the conflicts between these classes have 
become little less than “ wars,” now latent, now open, which 
can be resolved in favour of the ruling class by the employment 
of a formidable and permanently maintained apparatus of force 
alone. 

While these lines are being written a flaming exemplification 
of the class character of the State is being enacted in Spain. 
There a Liberal Government was hesitatingly moving towards 
the use of the Stale’s power to modify the property rights of some 
sections of the governing class. In particular it had begun the 
dispossession of some of the still feudal landlords, in favour, not 
indeed of any form of collective or associated ownership, but for 
the benefit of individual, landless peasants. Immediately the 
ruling class, outraged by the very idea that their State could be 
used against them, rose in armed rebellion against the legally 
constituted Government. They are at the moment of writing 
making a ruthless war, conducted by means of mercenary 
levies, upon the people of Spain, and they are doing so to the 
applause of every governing class in Europe. Alphonso, true to 
the traditions of his house, has declared himself ready to return 
to the throne in order to serve the Spanish people once more. He 
adds, however, that the parties of the Left, which comprise 
some three-quarters of the Spanish people, must first be “ exter- 
minated.” (This was the word used by the last of the Bourbons.) 
As in Paris in 1871, in every eity of the Russian Empire between 
1917 and 1921, and in Vienna in 1984, so now in Spain in 1986, it 
is demonstrated that those who own the means of production 
have no other conception of the State than that of an instrument 
of coercion designed to protect their property, 

’’They ate correct in this opinion, (l State is, to reach a full 
definition, an apparatus for the employment of force on behalf 
of the governing class of any community which has split up 
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into antagonistic social classes. Its function is to resolve accord- 
ing to the will of the governing class the social conflicts inevit- 
able to such societies.) 

What the workers have to do, then, is to set up their State: 
to set up an apparatus of coercion by means of which they may 
exercise their rule over the other classes of society, just as 
to-day the capitalists, thi-ough their State apparatus, exercise 
their rule over society. The State is not, as the philosophers 
have supposed or pretended, an independent, or God-given, 
institution suspended over the heads of the various classes of 
society, and dealing down an even-handed justice upon worker 
and capitalist, landlord and peasant alike. It is, on the contrary, 
always and everywhere the weapon of a class (or exceptionally 
of a coalition of classes) wliich has established its dominance 
over the rest of society. Moreover, the whole character of the 
State apparatus, the type of structure which is built up and the 
way it works, is indissolubly associated with the particular 
class which reigns. 

LThus the slave owners of antiquity made bheir own particular 
t3rpe of State, the feudal ovalords of the Middle Ages made 
another kind, and the capitalists have made yet a third kind of 
State. In the same way the workers when they come to power 
have to build up for themselves their own peculiar type of 
State. They cannot just take over the capitalist State, the very 
purpose of which has been to keep them in order, and use it to 
keep the capitalists, and former capitalists, in order. They 
have, as we have seen, to abolish the characteristic capitalist 
organs of State, its monarchies or republics, its present type of 
parliaments, its law courts, State Churches, and eapitalist- 
class-dominated armed forces and police forces. Then they have 
to build up those characteristic working class State institutions 
which wchave just described. (Naturallyin practice the processes 
of abolition and reconstruction are simultaneous.)') 

Moreover, there is a far greater dilference between the work- 
ing class State of a socialist society end a capitalist State, than 
there Was between the capitalist State and the older feudal 
State. For a working class State is a State wielded by the 
immense majority of the population and used to coerce a small 
(though at flhst very powerful) and rapidly dwindling minority 
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of the population. This is a characteristic unique in the history 
of States, which have all hitherto been the instruments of small 
minorities used to coerce the great majority of the population. 
This difference is so important that Lenin often referred to the 
working class State as only a “ semi-State.” He meant that the 
element of coercion in human society diminishes so sharply, 
after the workers get power, that one can only to some 
extent compare the institutions which the workers set up, for 
controlling the former ruling class, with the old forms of the 
State, And, above all, he meant that the workers’ Slate is only 
la temporary structure : that as and when a truly classless society 
appears it can be done away with. 

It will then be possible to return, though on an incomparably 
higher level of culture, to the stateless, because classless, condi- 
tion of human society which existed before the dawn of civiliza- 
tion. In order to understand this idea it is necessary to outline 
the history of the State, It is necessary, above aU, to see that the 
State has a history : to realize that there was a time before the 
State existed and that, therefore, there can be a time when it 
shall have disappeared. 
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Origin and Future of the State 

Cextain human societies have existed wliich no one thinks of 
calling States. No one, for example, talks of the States of the 
North American Indians. We talk of their Iribes. And the same 
thing is true of all primitive communities. 

Were, then, these tribal communities without social classes ? 
For, if these stateless communities possessed social classes, the 
view that the State is essentially an instrument of class domina- 
tion will evidently not hold water. These early tribal com- 
munities were, however, classless. In fact, classless societies 
have existed whenever mankind has been passing through one 
particular stage of development. fThey have existed in that 
early stage in which men live by hunting and by gardening; 
the stage of the bow, the arrow, and the spade. This is the stage 
of human development which immediately precedes the one 
in which the means and methods of production have developed 
sufficiently to allow of field agriculture, or the general domestica- 
tion of animals. This was the stage through which the American 
Indians of the eastern half of the continent were passing at 
the time of the white conquest: this was the stage out of which 
the Homei'ic Greeks had lately emerged: this is the stage of 
development of many races of Africa and the Southern Pacific 
to-day.^ 

^ The societies formed by peoples at this stage of development 
must necessarily be classless. For in this stage of human develop- 
ment the subjection of their fellow men, even if it bad been 
possible, would have done a conquering group or class no good. 
For a man was on the average able to produce no more than he 
and his dependants could live on. He could Di-ndiicf ! nn surplna 
qy er ^nd l)jp , pwn and hln drpnndn in tn * nrrrlT Hence there 

emoted no surplus which could be taken from him. In these 
conditions any form of the subjection of one class of men to 
another simply would not have paid — ^it was an economic 
impossibility. In. these conditions there could be no such thing 
as slavefy, for example, for it would have cost just as much to 
keep a slave alive and fit for hunting and digging as be would 
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have been able to bring in. The master would have got nothing. 
Accordingly, in this stage of human development, slavery is 
unknown. 1 

Now, we repeat, the political institutions of these early 
classless societies do not constitute anything which anyone has 
ever thought of calling a State. Men in this stage of development 
aggregate into quite large communities. Bui they organize them- 
selves not into States, but (ijtto tribes, and within these tribes 
into an extremely interesting institution for which every race 
has had a different name, but which is usually known to us under 
its Latin title of the gens. We shall discuss this basic social unit 
in a moment. Upon it tribesmen organize their political life 
^ay a ppointing chiefs , or executive officers, for particular pur- 
poses, very often, for example, appointing a different officer 
for peaceful and for warlike purposes. All the tribesmen and 
women meet together in general assemblies (both of the gen^ 
and of the whole tribe) to decide democratically every important 
question. These tribal political institutions show a considerable 
variation from one part of the world to another, and even more 
variation according to whether the people concerned is entering 
or leaving this tribal stage of development.* But a similar 
(social pattern is invariably thrown up by mankind as it passes 
Through this stage of development. 

These early, tribal, classless forms of society neither needed 
nor possessed an organized, standing apparatus for the coercion 
of one group of their citizens by another. They were organized 
upon what was in the last analysis a sexual ba sis. They were 
organized, that is to say, b v families and group.q of familie s. But 
the families of early society were of a very different character 
from the family of to-day. 

The fundamental social unit, the gem, as the Romans called 

* For example, chiefs are usnally elective ond tempOTary, and have very limited 
powers, at the beginning of such periods, and are her^itary and have wider 
powers at the close of suoh periods. Again, recent anthropological research has 
shown that this basic institutional pattern has been much modified by contact 
between raoes existing in the tribal, or gentile, stage and races which have passed 
on Into higher stages of development. For example, it is now known that the 
tribal, gentile institutions which can be disoemed os the starting-point of both 
Greek and Homan history were modtded, and Anally supplanted, not merely by 
the spontaneous development of these peoples, but also, and perhaps above all, 
^ tHdr contact with earlier civilized states, viz, the Btruscan in the case of 
Hoihe and the Asiotio monorobies hi the case o| Greece. 
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it, or the clan aa the tribes of Scotland called it (and as their 
descendants call it to this day), was o nly an extremely lar ge 
faooily. For many years this fact was not realized because the 
existing gentes amongst the primitive tribes then known were 
not families. Their members were not, that is to say, related to 
each other. It has now been discovered, however, that the original 
form of the gens (which still persists amongst certain very 
primitive peoples) was a family, but a family of a very special 
type, known as the matrilinear fam ily. This form of the family 
Iwas based upon the principle that descent and relationship 
Ipassed tlirough the female line alone. Thus a man considered 
that he was a close blood relation of his mother’s sister’s son, 
but no relation at all to his own father. And he did so for the very 
good reason that he very often did not know who his father was. 
For the monogamous, patriarchal family, such as we know to- 
day, liad not come into existence. Originally the essential, be- 
1 cause only continuing. social-MPit ap pearfi t.n have copsisted-^ a 
1 group of mothe rs. These mothers may sometimes have been the 
wives of one dominant male ; but such an embryo patriarch 
was apt to be a transitory phenomenon, since he ran the risks of 
war, hunting, and domestic revolt from his sons. At other times, 
according to some authorities, a form of group marriage existed. 


(Under this arrangement all the women of one particular social 
'group were law'fully accessible to aU the men of another group. 
f In any case it is clear that in early society paternity was so 
pifficult to determine that it was discounted as a blood relation- 
/ship. The only possible t3^e of family and the only ascertainable 
(blood relatiouship were matrilinear. Each of these matrilmear 
1 families, which natui'ally became very large, since all oousins on 


the mother’s side were considered to be members of the same 


family, was colled a gens. And the gens became the funda- 
I mental social unit, so that the tribe was only a coalition of these 
* matrilinear families, ox gentes. 

I*'" At one stage of development the most stringent of all tribal 
I regulations was that which prohibited a man from cohabiting 
I with a woman of his own gens. For this w-as incest, and horror and 
reprobation were felt over the mesre possibility of its occurrence. 
The genst however, proved so stable a social unit that it every- 
where Tong sufVlved the matrilinear family- It continued to exist 
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as the basic self-governing unit of the community long after 
blood relationship had come to be counted as it is to-day. The 
appearance of the patrilinear family was itself closely associated 
with economic changes in the community’s way of life. Pj:op«rty 
began t o become a sig niiican.L-factor-in-Jiie. Ornaments were 
fastuon^. Above all, individual huts inhabited by a man and 
wife and their children, or by only two such families, began to 
appear alongside of the long huts in which the large matrilincar 
groups, or gentes, lived. These economic developments tended to 
make the mating relationships between individual men and 
iwomen more stable. The gradual appearance of the patrilinear 
ftype of family in turn greatly accelerated economic develop- 
ment. Yet throughout this series of social changes the gms con- 
tinued to exist as a group of people who felt themselves to be 
closely associated with each other and to command men’s strong 
allegiance. Bui ita origin in a blood relaliomhipt reckoned on a 
matrilinear basis, was forgotten. 

Or rather, the original family basis of theg/mswas remembered, 
but it was remembered only unconsciously, or symbolically. For 
all the members of the gens traced their descent to a common, 
and mythical, divine ancestor. By this chai’acteristically devious 
device of the hiunan unconscious, men were able to explain to 
themselves why they were behaving as if their fellow gentiles 
were their blood relations, though they knew that they were not. 
Many of the original customs, such as the cast-iron command 
to marry only outside the gens, which had been based upon the 
real existence of a blood relationship, and for which the whole 
rational basis had consequently now disappeared, nevertheless 
continued to exist for a long time.^ 

The gentile form of social organization was not, then, im- 
mediately destroyed by the change in family relationship from 
a matrilinear to a patrilinear basis. On the contrary, most of the 
gentile forms of society with which we are familiar have been 
studied after the patrilinear family had become predominant. 

^ At a still later stage, during the process of the disintegration of the gentile 
of soedety (before, as we shau see, the force of private ownership, this 
conunand was in certain oases changed into ita opposite. MarrisKe for heiresses 
was only permitted within tiie gens, in order that we property of the gens (still 
partly held in common) might not be dissipated I 

*The gens was so deeply inipiinted upon men's minds by its Centuries 
upon centuries of eodstence as iAs fundamental social unit that even sifter its 
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We have a considerable knowledge of what men’s lives were 
like at this stage of social development, both from the earlier 
historical records of the classical world and from the reports and 
description of men of our epoch who have come into close con- 
tact with tribes still living in this way. 

For example, we have much evidence of the kind of life led by 
the North American aborigines, who were in the gentile stage of 
development at the time of their conquest by the white man. 
Now there is no need to accept the sentimental, Fenimore 
Cooper, view of the Red Indian or other “ noble savage but 
neither is there any reason to accept the extreme contemporary 
reaction against that view. For it is an indisputable fact that - 
wherever civilized men have come into contact with tribesmen 
in the higher stages of gentile culture they have been impressed 
by their whole moral and physical development. It has invariably 
been reported that the gentiles lived in a primitive manner, that 
their command over natural forces was very limited. But equally 
invariably it has been reported that they evidently possessed 
advantages which partly compensated for this. For they seemed 
to be at least as creditable specimens of humanity as are the 
inhabitants of modern civilizations. 

Most investigators have been at a loss to account for this fact. 
There is no doubt, however, that the main compensating advan- 
tage possessed by tribesmen in the gentile stage of development 
consists in the fact that their form of social organization is class- 
less, and so permits of freedoEoTand equality. Their communities, 
However much they may be at the mercy of nature, are not riven 
by class antagonisms nor burdened and poisoned by an over- 
shadowing apparatus of coercion. Engels has an eloquent passage 

aupeisession by the State, for all practica' purposcR it continued to exist simply 
Aroni use and wont. Thns, all throuch the period of the Roman Republic, men n«re 
acutely conscioos of what gma they iielnngcd to, and felt intense loyalty and 
solidarity to other meml>ccB of the same gmi (lor instance, a wealthy ge>U would 
undertake to mnoom any of its members taken pnsoner In war). Jilllus rgrsar, 
tor example, was a memner of the great Julian gens and was well aware of the 
toot. 

pideedi os suggested above, toint traces of tats t[entile order remain in British 
society to this day in the shape of the Scottish clans, which were the genlff of 
the long ttnoanquered Celts of North Britain. A fSint echo of the primal snlidarl^ 
toll lor tbe eew oan be heard in our use of the word “ clannish,” Again, the 
Chfueae fanmy is a lineal descendant of the Chinese gent, and retains, or ratbei 
to oniy now losiag, nxuoh of the primal vitality of this tiemendoualy enduring 
ipstitutlun. 
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in his book, The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the 
State, in which he describes the attraction of the old gentile 
constitution : 

“ How wonderful this gentile constitution is in all its 
natural simplicity I No soldiers, gendarmes and policemen, no 
nobility, kings, regents, prefects or judges, no prisons, no law- 
suits, and still affairs run smoothly. All quarrels and disputes 
are settled by the entire community involved in them, either 
the gens or the tribe or the various gerdea among themselves. 
Only in very rare cases the blood revenge is threatened as an 
extreme measure. Our capital punishment is simply a civilized 
form of it, afllicted with all the advantages and drawbacks of 
civilization. Not a vestige of our cumbersome and intricate 
system of administration is needed, although there are more 
public affairs to be settled than nowadays: the communistic 
household is shared by a number of families, the land belongs 
to the tribe, only the gardens are temporarily assigned to the 
households. The parties involved in a question settle it and in 
most cases the hundred-year-old ti'aditions have settled every- 
thing beforehand. There cannot be any poor and destitute — 
the communistic households and the gentea know their duties 
towards the aged, sick and disabled. All are fr^ p Anfi-ggnpl — 
the women included. There is no room yet for slaves, nor for 
thesubjugalionuf foreign tribes. Whenabout 1651 the Iroquois 
had vanquished the Eries and the ‘ Neutral Nation,’ they 
offered to adopt them into the league on equal terms. Only 
when the vanquished declined this offer they were driven 
out of their territory. 

What splendid men and women were produced by such a 
society 1 All the white men who came into contact with 
unspoiled Indians admii'ed the personal dignity, straight- 
forwardness, strength of character and bravery of these 
barbarians. 

“We lately received proofs of such bravery in Africa. A few 
years ago the Zulus, and some months ago the Nubians, both 
of winch tribes still retain the gentile organization, did what 
no European army can do. Armed only with lances and spears, 
^vithout any .firearms, they advanced tinder a hail of bullets 
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from breechloaders up to the bayonets of the English infantry 
— ^the best in the world for lighting in closed ranks — and threw 
them into confusion more than once, yes, even forced them to 
retreat in spile of the immense disparity of weapons, and in 
spite of the fact that they have no military service and don’t 
Icnow anything about drill. How enduring and able they are, is 
proved by the complaints of the English, who admit that a 
KalBr can cover a longer distance in twenty-four hours than 
a horse. The smallest muscle springs forth, hard and tough like 
a whip-lash, says an English painter. 

“ Such was human society and its members before the 
division into classes had taken place. And a comparison of that 
social condition with the condition of the overwhelming 
Imajority of present-day society shows the enormous chasm 
that separates our proletarian and small farmer from the free 
' gentile of old.” 

What was it, then, which destroyed this ancient, immensely 
long-enduring and, in spite of its narrow limitations, attractive 
form of human society ? The disappearance of the matrUinear 
family, out of which the gens had arisen, did not in itself do so; 
for the gens adapted itself to the new conditions. It was a change, 
not in thesexual, but in the economic, life of man which destroyed 
the gentile order and created the State. ^ What destroyed the 
gms was a gradual development of new means of production ; 
for tliis development necessitated the appearance of private 
property in the means of production, and the class division of 
society which is associated with such property. 

These new methods of production were field agriculture, using 
the plough; the domestication of cattle and sheep; the working 
of some metals; and new methods of transport, by coasting ships, 
and by pack animals, making possible the exchange in trade of 
the products of the new methods of production. But these 
technical innovations could not be developed without the insti- 
tution of private property, both in the products themselves and 
in the means (viz. the land or the ships) used in producing and 
e:^changing them, plus a method of mediating exchanges, such 
as money. 

1 Or latber tlie |e».U4l and tlie econondc ohanges weie interdependent. 
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In the gardening-hunting communities of the gentile stage, 
private property was too meagre to be of much importance. 
Every man owned his hunting weapons and his gardening tools, 
and there was very little else to own. But no sooner had men 
learnt how to make useful and atti'acrtive objects, and, above all, 
to create the means for the production of such objects, than the 
, question arose as to who was to own them. For these objects, an 
iron sword, a sailing ship, flocks and herds, a wooden plough, or 
a fertile field, were highly deshable. Their use enabled a family 
1o emerge from that extreme and painful dependence upon the 
forces of nature which, as Engels does not fail to point out, was 
the other and dark aide of the gentile order of society. 

But no sooner had desirable objects such as these made their 
appearance than the idea arose of obtaining them, not by pro- 
ducing them oneself, but by producing something else and then 
' exchanging it for the desired object. Trade was born. It was 
born between, rather than amidst, the gentile communities.* Or, 
again, it arose between a community still in the gentile stage and 
one which had already become a city and a State. It was trade, 
for example, which, growing up with the city States of Asia, 
disintegrated the gentile order of Attica. This was the Trojan 
horse by which the countrymen of Troy avenged (before it hap- 
pened) the stratagem of Odysseus, and set in motion that swift 
development which was to give Socrates and Aristotle, Pericles 
and Phidias, and the slavery which supported them, to the 
world. 

We know something about the dissolution of the gentile order 
in Attica, for the Greeks became literate soon afterwards. Thus 
certain records of the transition were preserved. We know that 

* Modern anthropological research has suggested bo-yr trade, or the habit of 
exchange, may grow up within a gentile community. The first half of an exchange 
is a gift. And anthropologists (for mstaoce, Prof. Alolinowski amongst the Tro- 
bnanders of tile Southern Paclllo} have found that the giving of gifts plays an 
important part in the economic life of primitive peoples. At marriages, Minerals 
and other feasts very substantial gifts are made according to a piecise ntuaL 
But, it baa been discovered, tbe recipients of these gilta &ve an obhgation to 
make counter-gilts to the donors at subsequent feasts. An elaborate system ot 
gifts and counter-gifts is thus bidlt up. 

It is easy to see that we have imre the basis of a systev of exchange. Even 
ratios of exchange will tend to establish themselves. For if a man gives 12 pigs 
on the occasion aC the marriage of his sistei’s son, the lumpy pair will be expend 
to provide, say, 200 mangoes on the occasion of the funeral of their maternal 
uncle, lienee JS pigs=200 mongpes. A mtio of exchange is established. 
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Syhen the Greeks learnt to plough, to trade, and to possess, their 
gentile form of social organization became more and more 
Unworkable. The Greeks of the Homeric epoch were passing 
wirough the critical stage of the development of production in 
which private property first becomes important; and were simul- 
taneously learning how to acquire property by means of trade 
and plunder {vide the Iliad). At this point in the development of 
every human community a new social or der, based upon the 
acquisition end retention of private property, becomes essgptial. 
iMoreovcr, it becomes essential to create poli tical instit utions 
(appropriate to this ne w socia l order^ And the chief of these is the 
State. This is Engels’ account of the social problem as it presented 
itself to the Greeks of the Homeric epoch; 


“ In the Grecian constitution of heroic times, then, we stiU 
find the old gentilism fully alive, but we also perceive the 
beginnings of the elements that undermine it; paternal law and 
inheritance of property by the father’s children, favouring 
accumulation of wealth in the family and giving to the latter a 
power apart from the gens', influence of the difference of wealth 
on the constitution by the formation of the first rudiments of 
hereditary nobility and monarchy, slavery, first limited to 
prisoners of war, but already paving the way to the enslave- 
ment of tribal and gentile associates; degeneration of the old 
feuds into a regular mode of existing by systematic plundering 
on land and sea for the purpose of acquiring cattle, slaves, and 
treasures. In short, wealth is praised and respected as the 
highest treaswe, and tlie old gentile institutions are abused in 
order to justify the forcible robbery of wealth. O nly one thin g 


was mj ssiag; ap in stitution tha t not only secured the newly 
acquired property of private individuals against the com- 
munistic traditions of the gens, that not only declared as 
sacred the fomierly so despised private property and repre- 
sented the protection of this sacred property as the highest 


purpose of human society, but that also staipped the graduall y 




wMltb, with sanction of societ y* An 

institution that lent the character of perpetuity not only to the 


newly rising division into classes, but also to the right of the 
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possessing classes to exploit and rule the non -possessing classes. 

“ A nd this institution tkrs foimfl- T lip_S tate.-a.rnsR .‘* 

(The Origin of Ihe Family, pp. 129-80.) 

Engels in this passage explains the need for a State which a 
people reaching this stage of development must experience. But 
how, in fact, did the gentile institutions decay and give place to 
those new political institutions which constitute a State ? 

We4nay define a gentile, as compared to a State, order of 
society Dy saying that in the former men were originally classified 
sexually, according, that is to say, to the matrilinear family to 
which they belonged, while in the latter they are classified 
economically, according, that is to say, either to the amount of 
property which they own or to the trade which they practise. 
Moreover, it was, we have just seen, the ever-growing necessity 
to recognize these new, economic, classifications of property and 
trade which made it essential to found the State and to destroy 
the power of the gens and the tribe. For a man’s wealth and his 
occupation gradually became the most important things about 
him; became far more important than his membership of this or 
that gens. For example, the rich men belonging to different 
gentes found that they had much mure in common with each 
other than with their fellow gentiles. Or, again, sailors found 
themselves associating with sailors, carpenters with carpenters, 
masons with masons, farmers with farmers, rather than with the 
members of the particular gem to which they belonged. 

The gens, in fact, was a social unit exclusively suitable to a 
society in which not only was everybody approximately as well 
ofl os everyone else, but in which, also, everybody did much the 
same sort of work; in a word, to a classless society in which the 
division of labour had not yet been extensiyely developed. For 
the growth of the division of labour, involving as it must the 
growth of trade, has a psuticularly disintegrating effect upon the 
gentile order. 

We know something of the way in which the State arose in 
Atiaca.^ The growth of trade brought men flocking into the 

i It must be empha^sed, hemever, that the gnmth of the Attic State was by 
so laeana an ortginal or apontaneoua proeees, Attica lay close to the States at 
Asia Minor and its development from gentiluiii to statehood was profoundly 
in&aenced and aoctieutted by these powerful nei^bours. In geneial, modem 
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trading centre, in this case Athens, Soon the members of dif- 
ferent genies began to be inextricably intermingled. Hitherto 
each gens had lived in a particular area (more precisely a gi-oup 
of genies forming a tribe — for Attica was a federation of tribes — 
had each lived in its own territory). Moreover, not only did trade 
soon pick out individuals from every gmj and tribe and bringthem 
down to Athens, but strangers from outside of Attica altogether 
were brought to Athens by the same attraction. They were 
members of no gens. What was to be done with them ? They 
nowhere fitted into the body politic. 

L And then slaves appeared. The improved methods of produc- 
tion had made it profitable to keep a man (say a prisoner of war) 
Jon condition that he worked for you. He could now produce a 
surplus above his own needs, and this surplus his master could, 
^d did, take from him, for that master’s own use and enjoy- 
'ment. Thus an ever-growing number of slaves, who, of course, 
could not possibly be admitted to any gens, appeared. What 
was to be done with them ? In particular, how were they to be 
kept in order ? Gentile society knew no need for police or standing 
army! it presumed that every citizen was free and a warrior. 
Law and order, and there was very strict law and order, were 
self-preserved by a force which was co-extensive wl^ the 
community itself. The appearance of slavery destroyed, how- 
ever, all possibility of this. A class w Viioh to be |ft»pt down 
hadcfifipoamd. Moreover, ^society was soon confronted with a 
second class in need of subjection. No sooner had the afore- 
mentioned technical and economic developments taken place 
than there appeared not only slaves and masters, but also rich 
and poor, landowners and tenants, debtors and creditors. Fov 
the general growth of private property included the growth of 
private property in land. The new agricultural methods were 

researcli tencU to emphasize the extent to irhicb the example of the earlier States, 
or civilizations as they arc often called, affected the development out of gentilism 
of all Sttbsequent peoples. (The extreme form of this view is afforded by the 
ijtffusionist *' Bchool of anihropolorists who assert Uint all Uie institittioiis of 
the State, and the advantages and oisadvanuqms of civilization which go witii 
them, came from one original centre.) It is olear, indeed, that some peoples or 
groapa of peoples must have been the first to pass on from gentdlism. UnfoHu- 
nateiy, however, we know nothing of this original transit of human society, wluoh 
is thought to have oeoorred in /uia Minor, Persia or on the bonks of the Indus, 
Fhr the earliest records which we possess show Uiese peoples to be already living 
In well-developed civilized States. Henoe we can only study the transition in later 
examples sueu 08 that afforded by Attica. 
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unsuitable, it was found, to the old system by which the gens 
itself held the land, temporarily parcelling out particular garden 
plots to individuals. More elaborate agricultural methods led to 
the permanent “ freehold ” ownership of land by individual^ 

Or rather their freehold ownership seemed permanent to 
these first Attic peasants: but it did not prove so. For not only 
did these peasants begin cultivating by new and improved 
methods; they also began to cultivate not merely for their own 
needs, but also for the market; they began to cultivate in order 
to sell or exchange their produce for the slave-produced com- 
modities of the city. On the top of the technical change there 
was superimposed an economic change. 

In a word, the Attic farmers, like many farmers since, “ went 
into business”: and naturally some of them succeeded, and 
succeeded splendidly, while many more of them failed. These 
unsuccessfully trading farmers soon ran into debt. And so hard 
upon the heels of the ditches that demarcated the new private 
holdings of the peasants there appeared “ mortgage poles ” 
which told that such and such a plot was mortgaged to the 
“ Eupatrides ” (weU born) of Athens ! For with fatal ingenuity 
the &eeks had learnt from their neighbours, or invented for 
themrelves, not only agriculture, trade, private property, and 
I money, but also the debt, the mortgage, the foreclosure and the 
distraint. Soon not only the farms, but the farmers themselves 
and their children, were being sold up to pay the mortgages. 

The simple gentile order could do nothing to protect men 
from the consequences of all these formidable new economic and 
social forces. A new social order which could recognize and 
sanction the new class divisions of society into rich and poor, 
master and slave, and at the same time could regulate the 
ferocity of the conflicts engendered by these relationships, was 
imperatively necessary. The only political institution which'- 
could do this job was the State, 'il^e State was born. Gradually 
power was taken out of the hands of the gentile and trib^ , 
assemblies and centralized in Ihe hands of a national assembly 
and its executive officers meeting in Athens. 

The definitive founding of the Athenian State is usually 
reckoned from the constitution of Sol on. In this constitution we 
see dearly that the new State served bo% to stereotype and 
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enforce the new class divisions, and to mitigate the impossibly 
ferocious oppression of the subjected classes which would have 
resulted from a free play of the economic forces let loose by the 
establishment of private property in land and the other means 
of production, and by trade.* Solon is said to have divided the 
citizens of the new State into four classes according to the amount 
of property which they owned, thus entirely superseding the 
political functions of the geniea. Only members of the three top 
classes could hold office, though the fourth class coffid speak and 
vote in the national assembly. But at the same time he cancelled 
the creditors’ claims on the land of the debtors, restricted the 
contraction of new mortgages by fixing a maximum amount of 
land which any citizen might own, and made it illegal for a debtor 
to pledge his own person or that of his children as seciudty. 

Such measures for the protection of men against the appalling 
social consequences of the particular step in economic develop- 
ment which the Greeks had just taken have been continually 
forced upon governments. Private property, the division of 
labour, and trade, are both caused by, and make possible, we 
repeat, the critically important technical advances of field 
agriculture, the handicraft production of metals, and the trans- 
port of goods by sea-going ships and pack animals. These dissoci- 
ated social and technical changes constitute a leap forward in 
human development. They amount to the transit of society from 
barbarism to civilization. But men have achieved the advantages 
of civilization at the cost of social disaster alone. On the one 
hand, the attainment of dvilization enables man to take a long 
step towards the command over nature; but, on the other hand, 
it involves not only the subjection of man to man, but also the 
subjugation of man to economic forces which have proved as 
cruel, as uncontrolled, and as destructive as the forces of nature. 

The primitive form of production carried on by men in the gen- 
tile stage of development yielded no more than a bare living. But, 
unless natural catastrophe intervened, it did yield a living. Man 
was far from dommating nature, but there was no danger what- 
ever of hissirnpleeconomicsystemgettingoutof order. The gentile 

1 The qu^ taUBt ideal of ** /friiMw-aga* .'* apparently no nwro 

ffWotiMhlo AtUca of wcT B.o. 'ifiSia ffiTtfiF Tfianon of a.d. 1^89 or the 

Bniatnumd Amerioa of X9S6. 
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kiievr that, if he fished, hunted and dug, and if nature did not 
ruin him by drought or storm, he and his would certainly eat. 

And this certainty men have never enjoyed again. The invention 
of private property, the division of labour, trade, classes, and the 
State have destroyed it.^ For these institutions have created sO 
complicated a form of economic organization that it is continually 
getting out of control and ruining us. Men have lost control of both 
the productive process and of the product. Their misfortunes flow 
from the fact that it was necessary, in order to enjoy the advan- 
tages of the division of labour, for men to produce, not for their 
own use, but for exchange on the market. And when men launch 
their products, and consequently their economic destinies, upon 
the market, they set sail upon a sea more stormy than ever long- 
suffering Odysseus encountered. The result has been that, while 
our ever-improving methods of production have given us 
I civilization, they have also created insecurity, subjection and 
^destitution for the greater' part of mankind. 

The extraordinary interest of early Greek history consists in 
the fact that this double development can be studied as it took 
place in the tiny social laboratory of Attica before the year 
600 B.C.* Greek civilization was born, the Greek peasants were 
ruined. The ship and the plough, the slave and the eviction made 
their interdependent appearance. And finally Solon made a name 
for himself (which still echoes in American newspapers) by giving 
its earliest form to the Greek State. 

By imposing the restraining band of the State upon the 
ravages of the new economic rdationships, Solon made possible 
a breathing space between the birth and the decay of the Greek 
agricultural, trading, slave-owning, economic system. And in 
that breathing space there flowered the lovely blossom of Hellas. 
But neither Solon nor aU his epigones have been able to do more. 
All the lawgivers of all the communities based upon private 
property in the means of production, and the satisfaction of 
human needs indirectly by means of exchanges mediated by 

1 Slea have approached meet nearly to it In those biiitorlca] interladea of 
peasant piopiietorshlp which have sometimes intervened between the atxihtion 
of feudal rdations and the rise of capitalism, viz. the Britain of 14S0, ox the 
France of 1800. 

a Although, as noted above, it djid not take place m a pure tom. Thera went 
tmmeroua and powerful extraneous fhetora. 
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jiuoney, have never been able to do more than postpone suffici- 
ently to allow of a few centuries of civilization the inevitable 
disintegration to which such communities are subject. 
f We may describe the purpose of the establishment of socialism 
'and communism as being to restore at last the stability, security, 
social freedom, and equality enjoyed by the old free men of the 
gentUe order, while retaining the immense gains in economic 
power made during the epoch of private property, trade, class 
divisions, and the State. But this can only be done by doing 
away not only with capitalism, the specific system of the last 
hundred and fifty years, but with what we call “ commodity 
i prodiicti nu ” also. By “ commodity production ” we mean the 
isatisfaction of men’s wants by means of exchanges between 
'individuals of goods individually owned and produced. (For the 
word commodity means a product made to be exchanged for 
another product.) Capitalism is, then, only one sub-division of 
jthis general category of an economic system of commodity pro- 
duction. The other sub-divisions are the servile system (such as 
grew up in ancient Attica) and feudalism (although in feudalism 
the exchange of commodities plays a much more modest part 
than in the other two sub-divisions; hence both the relatively 
low level to which feudal civilization can attain and its relatively 
great stability). Thus the task before us is to abolish capitalism 
and to replace it, not with any of the alternative forms of com- 
modity production, but with a new economic system which does 
not involve private property in the means of production, or 
exchanges between individuals mediated by money. This can 
be done by the organization of that system of planned production 
for use which we described in Part I.^ 

The purpose of this excursion into primitive history has been 
to explain the grounds upon which we based the assertion that 
in a socialist society the State is destined to disappear once 
more. For this is a necessary deduction from the view just 
expressed of how and why the State arose. The State arose 
because the community had split up into classes which could 

^ As the reader will recall, the existing socialist soolety has not by any means 
completely dindnat^ exchange between individnala mediated by money. But 
it has almost certainly already reduced their importance in the economic life of 
the nommuttity to a point at which they cannot get out of hand on^ause social 
dislocation. 
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only solve their conflicts by the dominant class possessing an 
apparatus of force with which to hold down its class opponent. 
An economic system of planned production for use will re-create 
a homogeneous society free from class divisions. Hence it will 
also eliminate the need foj' the State. The State with its charac- 
teristic institutions for the coercion of one social group by 
another will atrophy — just as parts of the human organism which 
have become functionless become vestiginal and finally disappear 
altogether. As in the past when there were no classes the State 
did not exist, so in the future, when again there will be no classes, 
the State will not exist. For there will be no social group or class 
which it will be necessary to coerce. 

It must not be supposed, however, that the State can be 
abolished on the morrow of the worlcers becoming the ruling 
class and abolishing the capitalist form of the State. At that 
moment, and for some years afterwards, it will not, imfortu- 
natdy, be the case that there will be no class which it is necessary 
to coerce. The dispossessed capitalists and their adlierents wil^ 
on the contrary, form a compact and formidable class, which 
will, experience demonstrates, attempt everything to win back 
its former position of dominance. Towards it the young workers’ 
State must be, and wiU be, very firm. It will have to build up, 
and that quickly, its own instruments of coercion (for, it cannot 
simply lake over the capitalists’ instruments) in order to 
maintain itself against strong, able, and resolute antagonists. 

The simple nonsense of the anarchists consists in the view that 
the workers could, and so should, abolish aU institutions of State 
coercion immediately upon their accession to power. No proposal 
could more surely result in the re-establishment, after a ferocious 
white terror, of the capitalists in power. Still, the anarchists have 
at any rate grasped the fact that it is the ultimate object and 
possibility of the workers to abolish the State. They have merely 
overlooked all the practical conditions which must be fulfilled 
before this can be done. 


The resistance of the dispossessed capitalists to the workers* 
State, though intense, cannot be long continued. Oncethemeansof 
production have become public property, the capitalists have been 
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But tlie disappearance of the capitalists will not in itself 
render a workers’ State unnecessary. The individual members 
of the capitalist class will be absorbed into the mass of the 
population, but their attitude of mind wiU, unfortunately, 
survive them. E.specialty in such communities as Britain and 
America, whicli arc soaked through and tlirough with capitalist 
ideology, many people will for a long time find it difficult to 
adapt themselves to the new society. Indeed, it is probably 
not too much to say that anything approaching perfect adapta- 
tion is not to be expected tiU a new generation, bred and 
educated in the new social conditions, has come of age. Our 
trained incapacities for living in any but a capitalist society 
are unfortunately certain to hamper us for some time after the 
foundations of socialism in Britain and America have been 
laid down. And so long as they do so, some elements of the 
State apparatus will be necessary.^ On the other hand, we 
cannot doubt that adaptation to the new environment will 
gradually occur. The habits necessary to an economic system 
of planned production for use will gradually become the innate 
characteristics of men. The idea of refusing to play their part, 
to the best of their ability, in the social and productive life 
of the community will no more occur to those citizens of the 
future than the idea of refusing to dig, to hunt or to come to 
the general assembly of the tribe occurred to an Iroquois or a 
pre-Homeric Achsean gentile. As and when this adaptation takes 
place, the need for any special apparatus of coercion will disap- 
pear. And as soon as that has happened the State wiU be no more.* 

^ Tbe Soviet naioa Hecea anotber aod most imporUnt necessity for the msm- 
tennnee and development of the apparatus of coeicion of the workers’ State, 
namely, the ceaseless menace of foieisn intervention ftota the remaining capitalist 
States. The Kussian capitalists withhi Enssia have ahnost completely ceased to 
exist as a class. But they exist amongst, and act through, their still ruling fellow 
capitalists in the rest of the world. is a Situation which will not confront 
subsequent workers’ States in the same large degiee, and will hardly confimnt, 
say, tnc fourth or dfth workers’ States to be established, at all. 

* Tlds does not necessorlly mean that communities wnloh have reached this, 
to us, extremely hl^ point of development will not foimulaLe rules or laws for 
the midatice of their methbers. Nor does it even mean that sucli communities 
IvQl husk means of enforcing these rules upon their memhers. They will possess 
all those very oftectlve means by which a dub, or any other voluntary assooiation, 
to-dny cnforq^ confotmity to its rules. Such suasion, based upon the strength 
of public opinfou, will no doubt prove an extreme^ effldeut means of provldmg 
^ralnst vagaries wbloh, if indulge in, would in the opinion of Its d^ns Injure 
oomntduity. But the ereation and ntaintebance of a spedalfl^anttus of 
aufih as the State, will have become wholly uuneecssasy.™ 
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Socialism and Liberty 

“ We built a socialist society,” said Joseph Stalin in a recent 
(1986) interview. “ We built this society in order that the human 
personality might feel really free. We built it for the sake of 
real personal libei-ty.” 

Stalin’s designation of liberty as the essential goal of com- 
munists and socialists may be unfamiliar. The reader of the 
last two chapters will have seen, however, that the theory of 
the State contained in them leads to a particular, precise and 
comprehensive conception of human liberty. Those who accept 
it will have as their goal a liberty moi’e complete than any 
which non-socialists have envisaged. But, at the same time, 
they win be aware that basic changes in our social and economic 
system are necessary, not only to attain to such ideal liberty, 
but even to achieve an elementary degree of fireedom for the 
greater part of mankind. For it is evident that our conception 
/of liberty dillers from all previous conceptions in that it traces 
a decisive connection between the type of economic organiza- 
tion which a society possesses and the degree of liberty which 
its citizens may hope to enjoy. It conceives that the wholes 
soercive, anti-libertarian apparatus which we call the State is 
an outgrowth of a particular set of economic and social rela- 
Vtions and can he dispensed with when those relations are super- 
seded, but not before. 

The achievement of the maximum degree of human liberty is 
then one way of slating the proper goal of all human endeavour. 
But we must reckon into the determination of h ow much 
liberty a man or a community enjoys many factors which are 
often wholly neglected. We must reckon, for example, such 
things as the number of hours which a man works, whether he 
is sure of being able to work and earn at all, and the degree of 
access to the culture of his age with which he is provided. These 
are dearly Uhsrties of a di&rent kind &om the traditional 
liberties for which our forefathers struggled. We must dis- 
entanglei|^ese two kinds of liberies. In what, then, dp the 
liberties which we possess, or daim to possess, in contempotf^iry 
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Britain, and America, and those liberties which, as Stalin 
declares, it is a principal object of socialism to achieve, respec- 
tively consist ? 


Those civil liberties which exist, either in practice or in 
theory, in Britain and America to-day consist, primainly, of a 
series of provisions, built upon the foundation of a bill of rights, 
by which the State limits its own freedom of action in the 
coercion of its citizens. For example, the British and American 
States^ guarantee that a man shall be tried for a criminal offence 
by a jury of his peers and that he shall not be imprisoned with- 
out such trial. They further guarantee that citizens shall be 
free to meet for the discussion of any problem, that they shall 
be free to form associations for the promotion of any object 
not specifically declared illegal by statute, or by common law 
decision, and that they may print and publish any views and 
opinions not so declared illegal. These are extremely valuable 
liberties. They have, it is true, been perceptibly infringed upon 
both in Britain and America during recent years. Moreover, 
our now extreme class inequalities have served to change the 
character of some of the most important of them. They are a 
heritage imperfect and incomplete; nevertheless, they are 
precious. 

How can their existence be explained on the basis of the 
theory of the State which we have outlined above ? For if the 
State is essentially the coercive instrument of the dominant 
capitalist class, why should that class have thus blunted the 
edge of its weapon ? The answer to this question is, in part, that 
many of these liberties date from an epoch in which the 
capitalists were not the governing class in society. They date 
from an epoch in which, on the contrary, the capitalist class 
was often itself the victim of the State’s apparatus of force. 
Hence it was to be expected that the young and struggling 
c api talists i^^ould attempt to limit the power of the State. 

In a word, the establishment of our civil liberldes was due to 

^ 1 am neglecting the oompUcatiDii introduced hy the existence of the feuty* 
eh[bt separote and nendnany soveteign States In America, 1?he de^e of civil 
hherly enjoyed hy the ritizen in each of these States varies approdal^ in theoiy 
and udddy in pnotioe. 
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the same general eauses as the establishment of democracy — 
of which they are in a sense a part. We instanced the obstinate 
resistance which Parliament, then as now the essential mouth- 
piece of the capitalists as a class, offered to the creation of a 
standing army as an example of the capitalists’ efforts to prevent 
the creation of too effective an apparatus of coercion, so long 
as that apparatus might be used against them.^ 

It was m the course of this same struggle that our original 
civil liberties were established. They were established in the 
interests of the rising capitalist class. But this does not mean 
that they were not, and are not now, of genuine value to the 
rest of the population. For t he interests of a ymmg, vignmus 
Y 4ass. clea ving itB_Wfly upward for the fulfilment of its historic 
mission, always coincide, nn the whole, with tbp inhprp^i.g nF.thp. 
ft ommunitv . Tliis is the explanation of how oui* existing civil 
liberties originally came into being in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries. But it will not cover the considerable 
development of these liberties which took place in the nineteenth 
century. From 1882 onwards the Brithh capitalists were in 
ever greater control "of the State. How, then, do we account 
foe the fact that for some decades the restrictions with 
which coercive State action was hedged about were mcreased ? 
The explanation lies in the fact that the capitalists in their 
long arid arduous struggle With the feudah&ts and semi-feudalists 
had had to call into political activity the classes lying below 
them. They bad to set in motion both the lower middle class 
of petty traders and, in the early nineteenth century, the new 
class of industrial workers. It was these popular forces which 
won— usually in conflict with the capitalists, who were aheady 
becoming mere and more conservative — our more recent civil 
liberties. 


1 This delenninahoa led to curious coutradiotions and confusions dming the 
seventeenth end eivrly eighteenth centuries, yrhen the British captahsts &d a 
precarious hold on State powei. For, 1711116 they had to use the Stale power to 
tight their battles against their ooininercial livau (pruioipally the Dutch and the 
French), and to strengthen it for this purpose, yet they still feared that the State 
power might be used against them, and therefore desired to linm and curb it. 
lienee the lecnutnient of ad hoc armies for each war and the insistence on their 
immediate disbandment at each peace. Our history booha give no even plausible 
explanation of this phenomenon, contenting themselves with taUdog about the 
jealousy of Paihament '* or some such meonmgless phrase — much to the heirilder- 
ipent oi the unfortunate student. 
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To-day the capitalists have become wholly conservative. For 
their power is quite unchallenged from the now completely 
absorbed feudalists above them, and is increasingly challenged 
from the ever^owing working class below them. Naturally, 
therefore, they have come to have less and less use for liberties 
which have ^own quite unnecessary to them for curbing the 
power of non-existent feudalists, and which hamper them before 
the growing menace of the workers. This is the explanation of 
why both the British and American capitalists are becoming 
more and more anti-libertarian. This is why they arc making 
efforts to revoke those civil liberties which their ancestors 
played the leading part in establishing. In Britain and America 
these efforts have only recently begun. In Germany and Italy 
they have been disastrously successful. 

It will be evident that those who take this view of the origin 
of our present liberties will not hesitate to fight for their reten- 
tion by every possible means. For a knowledge of their origin 
and nature serves but to make us aware that these liberties are 
/not only good in themselves but are also a vital asset to the 
\ jworkets in their struggle to abolish the more and more intoler- 
TEibly defective capitalist economic system. This is why com- 
tmunists and socialists are always ready to stand and to fight 
Iside by side with everyone, no matter what his other opinions 
fmay be, who is ready to defend our civil liberties. 


Now let us look at the other side of the picture. Our existing 
civij lihcrties, however necessary it may be to prevent even them 
&om being taken away from us, are, forjihe workers, poor, '^n, 
and hE^l£ pi4us9ry thi ngs. 

Stalin, in the interview just quoted, remarks that it is difficult 
for him to imagine “ what personal liberty can be held by an 
unemployed man who goes hungry and cannot find a means 
qf using his labour. Real liberty exists only where exploitation 
has bee n artnih ilated, where no oppression of some peoples by 
c33Sets where there is no unemployment^ no poverty, 

where^ ^.^mson does not tremble because to-morrow he may 
lose job, his home, his food.”* 

1 VM inCh Me. Boy Hovaid ot tbe Soeipps-EEDvard qewspSpeniT 
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This incomparably more substantial conception of hberty is 
genuinety incomprehensible to most of those ivho set the tone of 
public discussion in Britain and America. Having never trembled 
because to-morrow they may lose their jobs, iheir homes or 
their food, they cannot conceive what such questions have to 
do with liberty. For them liberty is almost exclusively a matter 
of the absence of legal proMbitions against saying, wilting or, 
more rarely, doing, things displeasing to the (Government. But 
for by far the gi eater part of the population such liberty of 
prophesying is not, and cannot be, by any means the most 
important or valued liberty. As Stalm implied, the liberty for 
which by far the greater pait of the world’s population is stiU 
fighting desperately is not the hberty to speak, but the^ liberty 
to eat. 

( The denial by their owners of access to those means of produc- 
tion without which a man cannot earn his livelihood is an incom- 
parable oppression. Every other form of tyranny is but conse- 
quential to it. Nor is this oppression confined to those millions 
of the population to whom access to the means of production is 
wholly forbidden. The whole body of the employed workers are 
•to a varying degree subjected to the irresponsible, imdsible, and 
HO partly unrealized, dictation of the owners of the means of pro- 
iduction. For they are allowed to work and earn only upon con- 
ditions laid down by the wholly unchecked decision of the owners. 
Nor are these conditions confined to matters of Avages end hours 
of work. They often extend, openly or tacitly, to the ATords and 
deeds of every employee, Ihi many establishments to refrain 
from the expression of views, or the commission of acts, displeas- 
mg to the management is made into a condition of employment, ^ 
No statute, bill of rights, or legal enactment whatsoever, can 
prevent those who neither otm nor have independent access to 
the means of production, from dependence upon those who have 
this ownership and access. Only a fortunate minority of those 
who have ever earned their living by selling their ability to work 
are likely to be imaware of this fact. For the gre^^ipjority of ^ 
Avorkers have to adapt their actions, and in maJKases l^eir 
words, to tke wishes of those who employ them, 

' *33ut th? spell cast by the ideas of the owners of the means of 
production (and ihey really do ^oy an admirable degree of 
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liberty under capitalism) is so strong that only a minority of the 
■workers ever reach a clear consciousness of the fact that the 
greater part of the liberty which the British and American Con- 
stitutions guarantee them has now been invisibly withdrawn 
from them by their ever more perfect eixclusion from all inde- 
pendent opportunity to work and earn. The idea that this is 
why their actual situation does not correspond at all to the 
picture of a community of free citizens -which is painted for 
them, by school textbook, newspaper and political leader, is 
only slowly and confusedly dawmng upon them. 

Another aspect of the communist and socialist conception of 
liberty is almost always incomprehensible to minds steeped in 
the ways of thinking developed in the epoch of capitalism. 
Liberty in the capitalist epoch has been conceived of almost 
^exclusively as it is seldom thought of 

‘as the And yet for the mass of the 

population of any highly organized community the question of 
the provision of elTective opportunity to speak and write, and 
to act, is the more important consideration. For example, the 
liberty which chiefly matters to the studious and ambitious is 
the availabilty of education, of books, of apparatus. A liberty 
which matters intensely, to take a simpler but only less im- 
portant case, to the citizens of any great city is not merely that 
there shordd be no legal prohibitions against them amusing 
themselves, but that there should be enough playing-fields, 
enough, and cheap enough, transport to the country, enough, 
and cheap enough, cinema and theatre seats and the lilce. But 
the provision of these positive liberties to think, to learn, to 
speak, to play, and to do is not a matter of paper laws or decrees. 
It is a matter of the allocation of important economic resources. 
The provision of the educational opportunities now open to the 
children of the governing class in Britain to all ohildren would 
necessitate, for example, the allocation, for this purpose, of sub- 
stantial resources of production. The same thing is true of the 

1 famous essay, ft>i exampte. It is true that great emphasis has 

heernai^ hy Clefeudeis of copitsUsm on one opporbmity -with -whiob capi- 
taUsm Is said to provide the workers — the opportimlby of b^mmg capitalists 
by aequliing lUeaos of pioduction themselves. We have noticed hotv uttle leoUty 
is left ih tills claim to>day. But almost no attention has been given to the oppor- 
I tunitiea wUoh sotiety pwvldes to workers 'WbQe th^ temeto workers. 
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provision, to all, of the opportunities for sport, amusement and 
travel now monopolized by about 10 per cent of the population. 

The supply of economic resources is limited. Hence those who 
engross for themselves the whole supply available for the effec- 
tive enjoyment of such fimdamental liberties as those of self- 
improvement and recreation, deny these liberties to the rest of 
the population. No one who fails not merely to accept, but 
imaginatively to realize, the full implications of this truth has 
begun to understand the problem of the provision of liberty, 
not to a fortunate class, but to a whole community. Unless they 
really do see that an economic arrangement which reserves all, 
for example, of the available facilities for foreign travel to the 
governing class is almost (although, no doubt, never quite) as 
real a denial of liberty to the rest of the population as if men 
were legally forbidden to go more than so many miles from their 
homes, they are stiU under the capitalist hypnosis. Mr. and Mrs. 
Webb put the point thus : 

“ There is, in any given place, at any given time, only a 
certain amount of opportunity open to the population in the 
aggregate. Anyone who takes to himself more than the appro- 
priate amount and kind of opportunity that falls properly to 
his share, not only robs another of some or all of the oppor- 
tunity that he might otherwise have enjoyed, but also, by 
increasing inequality, inevitably lessens the aggregate amount 
of individual freedoms within the community. The social 
organization which allows the British shipowner to treat him- 
self and his family to a long and expensive holiday in Switzer- 
land and Italy, whilst the hrmdreds of dock labourers who are 
imloading his ships, together with their famUies, get nothing 
more like a holiday than their wageless days of involuntary 
unemployment, not only injures thorn, but also diminishes 
the total aggregate of freedom within the commtmity. Lenin 
. is said once to have observed in his epigrammatic way: ‘,It 
! is true that liberty is precious — so precious that it must be 
j rationed.’ ” (pp. 1085-6.) 

The rationing of liberty must necessarily seem a most deplor- 
able thing to the unreflecting members of the capitalist class of 
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Britain, and America. I’or they now enjoy the almost unlimited 
supply of liberty, both in the sense of freedom from restraint and 
provision of opportunity, >vhich their money can buy; nor have 
they cared to reflect' that tj.ieir present almost perfect liberty is 
only achieved by the almost equally perfect servitude to them 
of the rest of the population. They are careful never to become 
conscious of the fact (to return to ftir. and Mrs. Webb’s example) 
that they can have unlimited holidays only because their 
workers can have no holidays at all. But the rationing, in the 
sense of the sharing out upon a just basis, of those opportunities 
without which liberty is little more than a name, will seem to 
every worker one of the most necessary and elementary acts of 
any socialist society. 

An essential part of the conomunist and socialist conception 
of liberty is, their, the positive provision for the entire popula- 
tion of effective opportunity to work, to earn, and so to live, 
and also to improve and develop themselves by study, and to 
enjoy themselves. Until this has been done, liberty will remain 
for the greater part of men an aspiration, glorious bub insub- 
stantial. In fine, liberty caimot bo effectively enjoyed, outside 
the ranks of tlie capitalist class, without that general plenty 
and security which socialism alone can provide. 


Once this cardinal fact is realized, however, it is of importance 
to examine the question of that l iberty of express ion on which 
the attention of capitalist opinion is exclusively concentrated. 
For this is undoubtedly a very precious liberty. The question is. 
To what extent does the mass of the popuLation possess this 
liberty under capitalism, and socialism respectivdy ? 

Now the capitalists’ ownership of the means of production 
mclu4es the ownership of the means of production of opinion; 
it includes the ownersbipi that is to say, of the Press, the wire- 
less, the cinema, and the control of the educational system. Yet 
to-day libg^ of expression, if it is not to be illusary, must 
mean of access to the Press, the wireless, and the 

cinema. It^apnot become a reality for the mass of the popula- 
tion TOlo5»|;as thpsettoo? methods of efEoetive expreasipn ate iti 
the possession of a limited Tulmg class. It is hardly 
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too much to say that the worker under capitalism has the right 
of free speech — so long as there is no possibility of his making 
himself heard. In a socialist society the workers are not only 
free to speak; they are free to speak into the microphone, free 
to use the great printing presses, free to use the incomparable 
instrument of the cinema, to make articulate and visible their 
whole view of the world. In a word, it becomes apparent upon 
examination that effective liberty of expressio n is almost as 
closely bound up with the question of who is to own the means 
of production as is the basic question of the liberty bo work and 
eat. If the means of production of opinion ai’e in the hands of 
the capitahst class, they and they alone will enjoy effective liberty 
of expression; if they are in the hands of the workers, it is they 
who will enjoy this liberty. 

This is the short answer to those who feel that the educational 
system, the Press, the cinema, and the wireless, in the existing 
socialist community, are in some sense imfree in which they are 
free in Britain and America. In order to get any significance out 
of this allegation we must at once ask the counter-question — 
free to whom ? For it is perfectly true that the Press of a socialist 
Britain and America will be as unfree to Messrs. Hearst and 

I Howard, to Lords Rothermere and Beaverbrook, as it is now 
unfree to the mass of the population. The mass of the population 
can only own the means of expression, to coin a generic term 
for Press, cinema, and wireless, through their own organizations 
— ^their Government, their Trade Unions, their political parties, 
their Co-operative Societies and the hke. These are the organiza- 
tions which own and control the Press of the Soviet Union, for 
example. Is it not remarkable that many quite sincere persons ^ 
feel that such ownership constitutes a denial of the freedom of 
the Press, while the ownership of chains of newspapers by 
individual millionaires such as Mr. Hearst and. Lord Rothermere 
constitutes the freedom of the Press ? No doubt the fact which 
weighs with those who feel like this is that formally, legally, 
there is nothing to prevent any British citizen froi^^establishing, 
say, a London daily newspaper in competition witnxiord. Eother- 
mere’a Daily Mail, or Lord Beaverbrook’s Daily Ea^ess, or 
Mr. Elias’ Daily HaraZti— -nothing, that is to say, except the 
need to command at least one million pounds sterling. But this 
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is an economic obstacle. And an economic obstacle seems to 
many people in some way not to count. Monopoly is not for them 
monopoly unless it is legally recognized. So long as our Press 
lords are content with the fact of monopolizing the effective 
expression of news and opinion, and do not lay claim to a legal 
title to this monopoly, they will not, it seems, be accused of even 
infringing the freedom of the Press. They will remain free to 
drench us with the news and the views, and those alone, which 
suit their interests : to select, to suppress, to distort, to harangue; 
to deafen and to madden the world with their campaigns and 
their crusades; to prevent us even from noticing, far less resent- 
ing, their exploitations; and finally to drive us into mutual 
.slaughter to settle their accounts. And they will do all this in 
•Uhe sacred name of the freedom of the Press. 

But let the democratically established organizations of the 
Russian working class put before the readers of the newspapers 
wliich they own the view of the world which the most responsible 
leaders of the community consider, after decades of reflection and 
of social experiment, to be the truth, so far as the human mind 
has yet apprehended it, and they arc accused of using a kept Press 
for propaganda purposes ! Certainly the workers’ Press of the 
Soviet Union is full of propaganda. As Mr. and Mrs. Webb 
quietly remark, it is so full of propaganda that “ it would be 
hard to decide whether there is, in the aggregate, more or less of 
it than in Great Britain and the United States.” The difference 
is that in a somalist community the propaganda emanates from 
definite and democratically elected public bodies, which can be 
replaced at any time, from bodies which can scarcely have 
interests different from those of the mass of the population, from 
which they emanate; whilst in capitalist countries the propa- 
ganda emanates from some half a dozen totally irresponsible 
multi-miUionaires, whose interests are often in deadly contra- 
diction to those of the remainder of the community. 

So much for the question of Ihe liberty of expressidn 
respectivelymrovided for the mass of the population by a capi- 
talist and fTsocialist Press. The same considerations apply to 
such vi^ means of expression aT the educational system, the 
wireless, and the cinema. To suppose that any of these means of 
expression can be free from propaganda— can fail, that is to say, 
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to influence powerfully the minds of men — ^is a delusion. But if the 
capitalists own them, the propaganda which they will emit will 
be capitalist propaganda; if the workers own them, it w'ill be 
socialist propaganda. And this is a very important difference. 

Finally, we may notice a more subtle ground for tlie allegation 
that socialism will fail to maximize the liberty of expression of 
the individual man. We are sometimes told that, even if there will 
be no tyranny of legal coercion in a socialist community, there 
will be a tyranny of public opinion, an overmastering and aU- 
pcrvadmg conformity which will stifle all idiosyncrasy or even 
individuality. In this case also it is necessary, in order to retain 
a sense of proportion, to envisage the degree of freedom for 
non-conformity which exists in capitalist communities. Just one 
hundred years ago the first great socialist which the English- 
speaking world ever produced wrote with insight and force on 
this point: 

" Some nations such as the British and their descendants, 
the population of the United States of North America, 
imagine that they now possess what they term civil and 
religious liberty; while both nations sre in the very bondage 
of mental slavery, both civil and religious. Their civil and 
religious liberty consists in expressing within a small circle 
such thoughts and feelings as they know by experience will 
pass current within that circle. If they infringe these bounds 
they are likely to have lynch law in one country, and fine and 
imprisonment in the other.” 

(Robert Owen, The 'Boole of the New Moral World.) 

Neither self-satisfaction as an ingrained national characteristic, 
nor their differing methods of repression, seem to have changed 
much fix Britain and America since Owen’s day, Owen may be 
thought to have overstated his case somewhat. But it remains 
true that a united, identically educated and carefully trained 
governing class (such as the British, for example), which controls 
almost all access to the means of effective expression and 
employment, can and does impose its point of view upon a 
9pmmimity to an extent which makes non-conformity difficult 
and usually dangerous. 
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The question is this ; are the citizens of a socialist community 
likely to impose upon themselves an even more severe pressure 
towards conformity? Nothing would seem more unlikely. A 
lommunity in which a genuine identity of interest between all 
ntizens has been established will be able to afford to tolerate far 
more idiosyncrasy, salty variety, and even plain eccentricity, in 
its citizens than can a community which is maintaining the prc- 
arious eminence of a governing class. Again, the mere achieve- 
ment of general plenty and security, the elimination of the fear 
;hat at any moment a man may be shut out from the opportunity 
to work and earn, will in itself foster an individuality which is 
totally impossible to the wage earning population to-day; an 
lindividuality which to-day can only exist amongst that tiny 
handful of the securely rich who have no such fears. 

To sum up : nothing can prevent the capitalists from using the 
immense powers of coercion given them by their ownership of 
the means of production drastically to curtail every one of the 
liberties of the workers. The right of the capitalists to allow or to 
refuse the workers the possibility of earning their living is a 
power which, so long as it exists, transcends and overrides every 
constitution in the world. The initial act of dispossessing the 
capitalists creates at a stroke more liberty than has ever, or can 
ever, exist under capitalism, except for the capitalists. Neither 
constitutions nor bills of right, republics nor constitutional 
monarchies, can ever make men free so long as their livelihoods 
ate at the mercy of a small class which holds sway over the means 
of life. In a socialist society alone those liberties, of which the 
workers of Britain and America possess little more than the 
shadow, can eissume form and substance. In a socialist society 
the workers get, not merely the theoretical right, but also the 
practical, daily opportunity to use their liberties. They are 
enabled to live, and not merely to work. Under socialism work 
biecomes a means to a free and good life. Under capitalism the 
life of the worker is preserved as a necessary means to the 
extraction of the maximum possible amount of work from him. 


Let ns now apply oui argument to the existing socialist com- 
It is frequently alleged that British and American 
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socialists and, more particularly, communists have no right to 
defend our liberties against the growing attacks of the capitalists. 
For their colleagues, it is said, have destioyed civil liberty in the 
Soviet Union. Preceding chapters will have explained why all 
those who approach political problems historically find such an 
appeal to on abstract and ideal liberty, independent of time and 
place, devoid of meaning. We are tmable to agree that it is incon- 
bistent to defend those liberties which can be used by the workers 
in Britain and America to protect themselves against their 
apitalists, while denying to the remaining capitalists in the 
\Soviet Union the liberty to attack the workers. 

Apart altogether from this basic consideration, the allegation 
that the Russian communists have destroyed the civil liberties of 
the Russian people is untrue. For the Russian people never 
possessed, and had little conception of, the civil liberties of 
the Western world. The Russian capitalists only secured their 
first substantial step towards acquiring the power of the State 
in 1905. And they only acquired predominant power, for six 
months, in February 1917. That period was far too short for 
there to be any possibility of the emergence of a period of 
liberal capitalism such as the West has known. Thus the 
(Russian communists certainly did not destroy the non-existent 
civil liberties of Russia. 

The complaint may be made, however, that the Russian com- 
munists have not themsdlves developed libertarian institutions 
sufficiently rapidly. This complaint (if it is not, as it usually is, 
a mere cover for the desire for a capitalist restoration) is 
founded on ignorance of the conditions which the soviet rdgime 
has faced. 

We described in Chapter XIII the problems faced by the 
Russian communists in the establishment of democracy for the 
Russian Workers. In general the same problems have arisen in 
regard to the task of building up, not indeed the same civU 
liberties which exist in Britain and America (for that is not the 
intention), but those incomparably more substantial liberties 
which become possible iu a socialist society. 

Not only have the dispossessed Russian capitalists formed an 
irreconcilably hostile gtoup; not only have they up tiU now 
invajpiably used any liberties granted to them for the purpose of 
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attempting to win back their lost dominance; not only does the 
presence round every Russian frontier of avid and hostile 
capitalist powers make a quasi-military discipline a necessity of 
existence for the soviets; but also the Russian people have to 
establish, slowly and painfully, the customs, habits, and tradi- 
tions of a free existence. If, as in the case of democracy, we are 
told that they are making but slow progress in the building up of 
a free life for themselves, we must reply that when we remember 
jwhencc* they started, their progress has been, on the contrary, 
tneomparably more rapid than that made by any other people in 
history. 

It is true that the Russian workers are only now in a position 
to modify the use of those secret police methods which we in 
Britain and America suppose (erroneously, as a matter of fact) 
that we have long outgrown. It is true that some of the technical 
methods employed by one secret police resemble those of another. 
But to leap from this fact to the conclusion that the secret police 
force used by the Russian Soviets from 1918 to 1985, namely the 
G.P.U., was nothing more nor less than the old Tsarist Olaana 
under a new name is to evince incorrigible political illiteracy. 

) The class which the Okrana held down wielded the weapon of the 
' G.P.U., while the class which used the Okrana was held down by 
the G.P.U. Thus even if the methods of the two organizations 
had been identical, which they were not, they would have served 
precisely opposite social purposes.^^ And, of course, nobody in 
practice does confuse the two. Did the capitalists of Europe raise 
up their hands in horror at the methods of the Okrana ? They did 
not. On the contrary, they arranged a series of loans to the 
Tsarist Government which controlled the Okrana, In the same 
way, the workers of Europe feel no horror over the severity 
which the G.P,U. has shown to the irreconcilable enemies of the 
soviets. Confusion between the two bodies is only possible for 
those whose intention it is to be confused themselves and to 
confuse others. 

1 How qusjnt the officials of the Okrena would have ffitoid the suggestion that 
they shomd maintain an institution suoh os the Bolschevo settlement long main- 
talned by the G.P.U, (aad now maintained by the Commlssatiat of Internal 
Afialxa); an institation which all Btitish and Ameiican penalogists who aie 
acquainted with it unite in desctiblng as one of the Quest social expeiiments In 
the woxld. 
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It is interesting to speculate upon the problems which will face 
the British and American workers when they come to the job of 
building up a free life for thenoselves. In this matter also they 
possess great advantages which the Russian workers lacked. 
The measure of liberty which they have enjoyed under capitalism 
will undoubtedly help them rapidly to create the basis of a free 
life. The existence of a tradition of relative self-government, self- 
reliance, and independence will be of great assistance to them in 
building up a socialist society. In this respect also they will start 
out from a point of development to which the Russians had 
laboriously to climb. 

But here, too, the British and American people will face a 
special difficulty. Our traditions of relative civil liberty will no 
doubt be used by the dispossessed British and American capi- 
talists to demand their “ right ” to combine for the overthrow of 
the workers’ State and the re-aequisrlion of the means of produc- 
tion. They will, no doubt, make both night and day hideous with 
their outcry at the “ monstrous, outrageous violation of liberty ” 
of which the workers’ government will be guilty when it protects 
itself against their implacable hostility. Their complaints will 
teeem to themselves perfectly justified, for they really did enjoy 
jliherty under capitalism; and they really will have that liberty 
!\everely curtailed under socialism. 

Moreover, their specious agitation is only too likely to take 
in a number of quite sincere and disinterested people. For the 
level of political education is so low in Britain and America 
that some people will be quite unable to detect the fallacy of 
their plea. Our minds have been so bemused with centuries of 
talk about liberty in the abstract, without any rational attempt 
to discover what this great word means, or to ascertain the condi- 
tions under which alone effective liberty for the greater part 
of the population can bo achieved, that a considerable amount 
of confusion is only too likely to occur. 

And this confusion will, paradoxically enough, necessitate 
a more considerable temporary curtailment of the liheity of 
some sections of the population than would otherwise be 
necessary. If eveoyone could be relied upon to see clearly that 
when the dispossessed capitalists cried out that they were the 
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cliampions of the immortal cause of human freedom, they were 
merely crying for their lost dividends, then there would be 
little need to restrict their liberty to cry out; for they would be 
crying for the moon. But if certain sections of the population 
are still confused enough to take them at their word, then it 
will become necessary to restrain the outcry. 

Thus we must face the fact that, for a period, the Brilish 
and American workers will almost certainly be compelled to 
restrict the civil liberties of the dispossessed classes to an extent 
that these classes will consider outrageous. But even during 
that period the degree of liberty enjoyed by incomparably 
the greater part of the population will have been enormously 
extended. It will still be restricted and imperfect compared to 
the liberty which will he possible when a truly classless society 
will have emerged. But it will be incomparably fuller and 
richer than are those partial, if precious, liberties which we 
possess in Britain and America io-day. 



Chapteb, XIX 


Socialism and Religion 

Religious as weU as civil liberty is a hard-won right in the 
possession of which the British and American peoples take 
much pride. It is a common allegation that socialists and com- 
munists propose to destroy this right, to persecute religion, 
burn down the churches, lock out their congregations, and 
punish everyone who dares to hold a prayer meeting or to con- 
fess their faith in God. 

But this allegation is not true. In a well-known passage in 
the Anti-DUhring^ Friedrich Engels both defines our attitude 
to religion and describes the practical policy which should 
result from such an attitude. Engels’ book is a sustained polemic 
against the views of a certain Herr Diihring. Diihring was a 
German university professor of the eighties of the last century 
who, on becoming a socialist, considered it his task and privilege 
to revise socialist theory from top to bottom. 

This he did in several extensive volumes. As his views were 
almost totally erroneous and at the same time sufficiently 
specious and pretentious to have a considerable influence 
amongst the German socialists of the time, it became necessary 
for the unfortunate Engels to refute them in detail. Much to 
his chagrin, Engels had to devote many months, first to reading, 
and then to answering, Herr Duhring’s whole case, Engels’ loss 
was, however, our gain. For Diihring had written nonsense on 
almost every subject under the sun. Hence in answering him 
Engels had to state his position on every subject also. The 
result is a book which, if one disregards the now dead and 
buried controversy with Diihring, is of the greatest use in that 
it gives a concise statement of almost every aspect of the com- 
munist and socialist position.* 

Herr Diihring had announced that a socialist society will 

abolish all the paraphernalia of religious magic, and herewith 
all the essential elements of religious cults.” Ei^els at once 

^ See Bibliography, p, 468. 

* English and Amcnoon readeri uetiallv And an initial diniculty in the fact 
that the book begins in ihepbiloaophioal field. Not a banian is to reid Pact II, 
“Political Economy,” and Pact 111, “ Socialism,” Arst. Tbo ftiU title of the hooh 
is ZTecr JSugen DOAringV BepoltOion in Sefeace, 
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denies this. Diihring proposes, he says, to incite “ his gendarmes 
of the future to attack religion and thereby help it to martyr- 
dom and a prolonged lease of life." Nothing, he continues, 
could be more contrary, either to what socialists^ propose that 
we should do, or to the view of the nature of religion which 
they hold. This leads Engels to a statement of theory and 
practice in this field which we cannot do better than epitomize. 

Our approach to the study of religious belief must be historical. 
Just as when we wish to discover what the State is we investi- 
gate the question of how the State arose, so when we wish to 
find out what religion is we study how religion arose. All religion, 
Engels writes, 


"is nothing but the fantastic reflection in men’s minds of those 
I external forces which control their daily life, a reflection in 
which terrestrial forces assume the form of supernatural 
forces. In the beginning of history it was the forces of nature 
that were at first so reflected, and, in the course of further 
evolution, they underwent the most manifold and varied 
personifications amongst the various peoples. Comparative 
mythology has traced back this first process, at least in the 
case of the Indo-European nations, to its origin in the Indian 
Vedas, and has shown its detailed evolution among the 
Indians, Persians, Greeks, Homans, Germans, and, so far 
as material is available, also amongst the Celts, Lithuanians 
and Slavs. But it is not long before, side by side with the 
forces of nature, social forces begin to be active; forces 
which present themselves to man as equally extraneous and 
at first equally inexplicable, dominating them with the same 


apparent necessity as the forces of nature themselves. The 
fantastic personifications, which at first only reflected the 
l mysterious forces of nature, at this point acquire social 
'attributes, become representative of the forces of history." 


{AnU-Diitiring, pp, 868-4). 


TVhen Engels calls religion " a fantastic reflection in men’s 
minds of external forces," he is simply alluding to the well-known 

I Tile voxda cqimnanlsta aad soi^aJists wfeie used almost interohangeably 
I duvtns moat of the nineteenth eentury. ^gels as a matter of Suit spwha Of 
1 sodalum and soidalists in the AntUJXlhring, 
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fact that the early gods and goddesses were personifica- 
tions of natural forces — of the thunder, the rain, the sun, the 
moon, and the like. There is no difficulty in understanding 
why men made gods and goddesses out of these natural forces. 
They were by far the most important things in their lives. 
For until men had developed an adequate technique of produc- 
tion their livelihoods depended upon the favour of the elements. 
And the elements were violent and capricious. The lightning 
struck, the flood or the drought came, and the best-laid schemes 
were destroyed. Nor had men any but puny and ineilective 
means of guiding or controlling these forces. 

Naturally, therefore, men stood in wonder and fear before 
them. Wonder and fear are the parents of the desire to propitiate 
and to influence. But how were men to influence the lightning 
or the rain ? Such questions lead to thinking about these natural 
forces, to theories as to their nature and origin. Once such 
thinking had begun it was natural to suppose idiat these forces 
were the effects of mighty beings, comparable, though infinitely 
superior, to men themselves; that the sunshine came from the 
happy countenance of a god, that the lightning was the javelia 
of an angry deity, that the rain beat down from a third celestial. 

Moreover, if natural forces were but ttie effects of the great 
inhabitants of the sky, they might be to some esetent controlled. 
For their authors might be propitiated and cajoled. If this 
theory of the universe were true, a method of influencing natural 
forces had been found. Prayer and sacrifice might be made to 
the gods, and perhaps they would grant the fertilizing rain 
and withhold the lightning and the flood. We cannot doubt that 
such is the explanation of why all primitive races have invented 
polytheistic religions which personify the main natural forces. 
We cannot doubt that this is how religion arose. Religion i s. 
.th§n, a theory of the nat i^T’'»-ipf ^^ he universe in general, and of 
he origin and character o f natural forces in part icular . It is a 
kind of statement, all the more impressive for bein^ indirect 
and symbolical, as to what things in general are lilce. 

Moreover, every religion has naturally drawn positive deduc- 
tions from its theory of the universe. If things are so and so, 
then we should do such and such. If the thunder, the rain, and 
the sunshine are the expression of the wills of certain formidable 
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beings, then we must propitiate and persuade those beings in 
every possible way. We may do this both by direct efforts at 
suasion, by prayer and sacrifice, and also by behaving in such 
a way as we suppose pleasing to these beings. P recept is adde d 
to theolo gy. 

But, Engels continues, the reflection of natural forces by 
their personification as gods and goddesses is only the first 
stage of religion. “ It is not long before, side by side with the 
forces of nature, social forces begin to be active; forces which 
present themselves to man as equally extraneous, and at first 
equally inexplicable, dominating them with the same apparent 
necessity as the forces of nature themselves.” What Engels 
means by these dominating and inexplicable social forces is 
clear if we recollect what happened to the Attic peasants when 
their means of production developed to that point which is 
inevitably associated with the birth of private property in the 
means of production and trade. Up till then, we saw the sons 
of the Acheeans had lived a simple, unchanging life, subject 
to the natural ills of drought and flood, but enjoying, under 
their gentile social system, not only a considerable degree of 
freedom and equality, but a measure of economic security. 

So long as no natural catastrophes intervened, they knew 
that their digging and hunting and fishing would produce them 
a sufficiency of food: that their women would weave them 
covering against the winter; that they would not lack for a 
house to sleep in. ’But, by the cruellest paradox, no sooner had 
’they developed new powers over nature, than this measure of 
] economic security disappeared. The peasant farmer, who had 
nominally been given his plot of land, free from the old control 
by the gena, soon found it mortgaged to the hilt; then the 
mortgage was foreclosed, and he himaelf, his farm, and his 
childreu 'Were sold itito slavery I Nor had the peasant any idea 
of how these frightful disasters had come upon him. They had 
just happened. No one had ■willed them. No one had deliberately 
changed the old conditions of society or instituted the new. 
B was metely that trade itqd money (themselves based on 
private property in the means of production) had silently dis- 
t hfe old ^leoudty; had at length ^Ichfbrked the 
twetSfid fatmtts into destitution or slavery. Sueh are fhesoeiid 
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forces, fully as dominating, as inexplicable, and as terrifying as 
Lhe forces of nature, with which civilized men have had to contend. 

With the birth of civilization a new function for religion 
arises. Not only, and soon not even principally, is religion any 
longer needed to provide men with a method, objectively in- 
effective but enormously reassuring, of dealing with those 
natural forces which they are steadily learning to comprehend 
and to control. With the emergence of civilization, religion 
becomes increasingly the explanation of, and the only available, 
if insubstantial, shield against, the new terrors and disasters 
with which social and economic ibices afRict the greater part of 
mankind. And this is what religion has ever since remained, JFor 
during all the long centuries since first men ate of the tree of 
technical and economic knowledge, revolutionized their methods 
of production and established private property, commerce, class 
divisions, and the State, social and economic forces have 
remained devastating, uncomprehended and uncontrolled. “ In 
existing bourgeois society, men arc dominated by the economic 
conditions created by themselves,” Engels continues, “ by the 
means of production which they themselves have produced, as if 
by an extraneous force.” 

“ The actual basis of religious reflex action therefore con- 
tinues to exist, and with it the religious reflex itsdf. And 
although bourgeois political economy has given a certain in- 
sight into the causal basis of this do m ination by extraneous 
forces, this makes no essential difference. Bourgeois economics 
can neither prevent crises in general, nor protect the individual 
eapitahst from losses, bad debts and bankruptcy, nor secure 
the individual workers against unemployment and destitu- 
tion. It is still true that man proposes and God (that is, the 
extraneous forces of the Capitalist mode of production) 
disposes.” (p. 854.) 

In the year a.d. 1929, as in the year 690 B.c., men were almost 
helpless before the unesqiected and nncompi^ehended conse- 
pf the economic relationships into which they had 
.entped. .The uncontroEed forces of our runaway economic 
\system have replaced the now bridled forces of nature as our 
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Dppressors. To the tyranny of flood and storm has succeeded the 
tyranny of slump, of currency crash, of the enslavement of man 
by man, of the fratricide of nation by nation. 

We now know that the steps which we can take for our own 
ustenance will seldom be frustrated by natural forces. We can 
lefy the elements : we can be assured of being able to produce 
inough food and clothing and shelter for our needs. We can be 
issured of being able to produce these things : but we cannot be 
assured of receiving them 1 The formidable social forces which 
lave been generated by the economic system which we have 
Duilt up snatch the food from our mouths and the clothes from 
3ur backs. The operation of these social forces is at least as 
mysterious to most men to-day as was the operation of natural 
forces to the savage. So long as this is the case we need religion 
to offer to us some explanation (however fantastic) of these social 
foj'ces, just as the savage needed religion to offer him some 
explanation of natural forces. We need a God to whom we can 
pray for protection against the starvation which comes (we have 
seen how and why) from growing too much wheat, os the savage 
needed a god to protect him from the starvation which came 
when hall destroyed his wheat. 

It is suggested, then, that the incomprehensible disasters with 
which our now more and more uncontrollable economic system 
afflicts us are a sufficient explanation of bhe continuance of 
religious belief, after the subjugation of natural forces. Engels 
foretold that when the terrifying economic insecurity of modern 
life was abolished religious belief would begin to fade out of 
man’s consciousness. “ When Society,” he concludes, 

by taking possession of all means of production and using 
them on a planned basis, has freed itself and all its members 
from the bondage in which they are now held by the means 
of production, which they themselves have produced but 
which now confront them as an irresistible extraneous force; 
when therefore man no longer merely proposes but also dis- 
poses — only then will the last extraneous force which is still 
reflected in religion vanish; and with it will also vanish the 
rcl^QUs rejection itself, for the simple reason that then 
there will be nothing left to reflect/’ 
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It is clear that no one holding this view of the origin and 
nature of religious belief win favour a policy of suppressing 
religion. Engels believed that religious belief would disappear 
when the cause which engendered it had been removed. He 
believed, therefore, that, while it was impossible to suppress 
religious belief before social security had been established, it 
would be as unnecessary as it would be pernicious to attempt 
to do so after that event. 

I personally believe that the above view of the cause of the 
persistence of religious belief after man’s conquest of external 
forces is in itself correct — ^but that it is incomplete. The psycho- 
analytical school of psychologists trace another strain in the 
genesis of religion. They call attention to the fact that in many 
weU-developed religions the principal deity is called “ the 
father,” And they deduce from this, and from much further, 
evidence that religious belief is primarily an 

fVij ld’s attitude 1:0 its paren ts. They suggest that the feel- 
ing of helplessness, the need for propitiation, the fear, the need 
to love and to evoke love, which the religious adult feels towards 
bis heavenly father, are but an altered expression of the feelings 
which he experienced as a child in regard to his terrestrial father. 

That this generalization of an originally infantile attitude is 
an important element in religious belief appears to me to be 
established. But that it was the main element in the genesis of 
religion may be questioned. For religion everywhere appears as 
polytheism, with numerous gods pcrsonifymg natural forces, and 
only turns to monotheism at a much later stage. The concept 
of God the Father, even before he becomes the sole occupant 
of the heavens, is one of the later developments of religion. But 
if a prolongation into adult life of the child’s attitude to its 
terrestrial father had been a primary element in the genesis of 
religious belief, wc should expect religion to have been originally 
monotheistic.^ 

It seems necessary to make another qualification to Engels’ 
statement. For, after all, by no means all natural forces have yet 
been fully comprehended. For example, man’s main antagonist, 
his own still inevitable death after seventy or eighty brief years 

1 UiUeas, indeed, the primacy of polytheism can he explained by the primacy 
of the matiiUnear family. 
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of life, is as yet, if not as mysterious, almost as invincible, as ever. 
Unlil and unless that last enemj' is defeated or, at any rate, 
driven back, so that his empire docs not descend upon us till 
wc have had perhaps double our present span^ of life, a powerful 
generator of religious belief will remain in existence. Wc may 
expect, however, that the enormous growth of social conscious- 
ness which is produced by the achievement of socialism will do 
something to take away the sting of death. When men really 
feel part of an ever-continuing social organism, instead of isolated 
and transitory individuals, they will find, as many men already do, 
that consolation which religious mythology can no longer give. 

I believe that it is important to recognize these additional 
factors in the generation of religious belief if over-simplification 
is to be avoided. When full weight has been given to them, how- 
ever, the view, that the main and substanlial cause of the con- 
tinuance of religious belief is the appalling insecurity of life 
under capilalism, remains incontestable.® (The only deduction of 
practical importance which we need make from the above 
qualifications is that tlie fading out of religious belief in condi- 
tions of general security and plenty will be a verj' slow process.) 

It should now be clear that any attempt to suppress religious 
belief, or to curtail freedom of woi’ship, is totally out of accord 
with the views of communists and socialists. This does not 
mean, however, that disputes may not arise between workers’ 
governments in Britain and America and certain of the religious 
denominations. Such disputes are, no doubt, especially likely in 
Britain, where the Church is a State institution, with special 
rights of compulsory taxation over the rest of the community, 
and owning substantial means of production, such as much 
excellent land. Nq workers’ government will he able to recognize 
I any such rights or privileges, and the disestablishment and dis- 
lendowment of the Church of England will be a necessary part 
y>f the general acquisition of the means Of production by the 

^ OMlia, we are Informed, i« a very possible achievement of sdence, hot not for 
some oentnries. Already, however, hmnan life has been greatly prolonged. For 
instanoe, according to Prof. Jameson, the expectation of ufo at tnrth-tn Pritain 
haft nsen Cnmi 4A years in the ^htecn-scvcntles to 60 years to-day. 

* Moreover, as that security is now ever inotcaaing wo ahall expect to see some 
tigtu of ah inorease in tellgiaos belief. And, at any rate amongst tbh intelligentsia, 
Bueh signs have appeared. The present state of die world has produced a notioe- 
able Increase of oonvemlons to mat cathOUcisnt of despair wbiw has always been 
one of Mie refhges of disoautagement. 
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British workers. No doubt this act will be represented in some 
circles as an outrageous attack upon religion. But we may hope 
that tlie more enlightened clergy and devout laymen will 
recognize that a religion which is compelled to use the power of 
the State in order to force the population to pay special taxes 
for its maintenance is one of the strangest of our remaining 
anachronisms.^ 

No such problem as this will arise in America, where religious 
belief has no overt connection with the Slate. But we must not 
slur over the fact that serious disputes will stiU be possible, and 
are unfortunately even likely, between particular religious 
organizations and any workers’ State. For religious institutions, 
whether State supported or not, can be used for purposes of 
which sociahsts and communists cannot but actively disapprove. 
If religious belief is to-day predominantly sustained by the 
social and economic insecurity of life in the capitalist world, 
religion itself, as organized by many of the Churches, plays no 
inconsiderable part in maintaining this condition of its own 
existence. Religious belief has predominantly arisen from men’s 
need to explain and influence terrifying natural or social forces; 
but religious institutions can be used to justify and to perpetuate 
attitudes of submission to, and resignation before, these forces. 
For those very social institutions, such as private property in 
the means of production, which create frightful insecurity for the 
majority of mankind, are also conditions of existence for the 
ruling class. Accordingly, the Churches have been used as instru- 
ments by the governing class for the intellectual and emotional 
subjection of the rest of the population. Many of the more 
odious tyrannies of both the ancient and the modern world have 
supported themselves upon the mitre and the cross. 

Moreover, if some Churches have played a part in movements 
bf social protest, others have not been content to remain the 
kpologists of lay tyrants. They have themselves become the active 
(instruments of oppression: they have identified, and largely 

t It was o>io of the l)ot1cr■lcno^m cledci. of tlic Angliean Church, Dr. Jowett, 
who said the final woid on such cotupulsory religion. Di, Jowett, then Master of' 
Balllol College, Oxfprd, tavourrd the abolition m the eompulsoiy aliten^apee pf 
lindeigrodiiatcs at ohapel. It i^as objected by tbe Professor o£ Ideology that this 
WbfdcTmean an end to the religious Ufe of tiia ooUege, “ It’s compulsory re^on j 
Qt no religtof at oU,” cxclalnied the theologian. '“Unfortunately,” repbed DrJ 
Upwetb, “ my mind is not of suffleient subtlety to distinguish belween Oie two.” 
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merged, themselves with the State apparatus of coercion. The 
rOles of priest and policeman have become indistinguishable or 
interchangeable. Sovereign pontiffs and prince-bishops have 
eclipsed kings and emperors in the extent of their power, and 
their extortions. For these reasons it cannot be denied that 
acute conflicts between the claims of particular religious orga- 
nizations and workers’ States may occur. For no workers’ State 
will tolerate the use of religious organizations for political ends. 
But these conflicts will never be provoked by any attempt on the 
part of the workers’ States to suppress religious belief or deny the 
freedom of worship. 

Workers’ States will not only exercise, however, their right to 
deny the political pretensions of Churches which still make either 
direct or indirect attempts at temporal sovereignty. They will 
also actively combat the hold of religious mythology over men’s 
minds. For religious mythology is profoimdly inimical to the 
specifically scientific attitude to the universe which must be the 
mental chmate of a free, socialist society. This is attested by the 
fact that all the shrewdest leaders of each successive ruling class 
of Europe, from the Emperor Constantine to Napoleon Bona- 
parte, have highly valued, for their purposes of subjugation, the 
hold of religion over the minds of the people. The Church’s 
promise of future bliss was, in the opinion of Bonaparte, for 
example, a most important factor in obtaining the acquiescence 
of the masses in the manifest injustice of their present lot. 
Accordingly he re-established the religious institutions of 
France, convinced that they were indispensable to the main- 
tenance of any class-divided society. 

AlleUgxous institutions have served the purposes of the governors 
of society by giving the mass of the population sufficient hope 
in the possibility of recompense after death to enable them to 
endure the unendurable in life. It was this which made Marx call 
religion the opium of the people.^ And it is this consideration 

1 But Marx’s trords oie seldom given in full, and they deserve to be. 

** Of this world, religion is the general theory, its encyclopaidio oompendium, 
its lo^ in popular form, its spirnual print d'jlonnmr, its enthusiasm, its moral 
sanotum, its solemn complement, its general consolallon and iustidcation. . . . 
Religion fa the sigh of the bard-]^8ed creature, the heart of a heartless world, 
as it is the aoul of soulless eiroumstaiices. It is the opium of the people." (On 
Regel’s vif Lam. Available to BngUsb readers in The Jamah Question; 

lAwrenee A V^shoit.) 



SOCIALISM AND RELIGION 


221 


wBich makes it necessary for aU those who care for human 
progress to carry on an unceasing protest against the deception 
of the poor by means of the promise of celestial remedies for 
’ ttgrpAtrial iUs. Hence, communists and socialists, although 
understanding both the impossibility of the disappearance of 
religious belief while the social and economic conditions which 
giwe rise to it stiU exist, and the harmfulness of attempting to 
destroy religion by force, yet carry on an active campaign of 
enlightenment as to the part which religious belief has played in 
making class oppression possible throughout the centuries.') 

Such rationalist propaganda wiU, no doubt, always be keenly 
resented by some of the Churches. They will represent it as an 
attack upon religious liberty. But in fact it is no more than an 
assertion of the same liberty for anti-religious as for religious 
preaching. For surely citizens of such highly developed com- 
munities as Britain and America are now ready to face the need 
to give up the profoundly immature way of thinking and feeling 
which is represented by religion ? Is it not time that we grew up 
and faced, as adults, the universe as it is, and not as the fancies 
of the childhood of our race have pictured it ? 

One of the principal examples of the direct participation of 
a Church in the rule of a corrupt and t3n-annous governing class 
is aflorded by the Greek Orthodox Church of the Russian Empire. 
The Russian Church was fused with the State apparatus of coer- 
■ cion to an extent unknown, or long extinct, in the rest of 
Christendom. 1 The head of the Church was a lay minister of the 
State appointed by, and responsible to, the Tsar. His status, and 
indeed his functions, hardly differed from those of the other 
Ministers of State, such as the Minister of the Interior. The whole 
vast ecclesiastical apparatus was supported either out of State 
funds raised by the taxation of the masses or by the Church’s 
ownership of extensive tracts of land. Religion was imposed on 
the Russian people by the Government. 

Moreover, this State-imposed religion was a mediaeval, 
Byzantine form of Christianity — religion more akin to primitive 
magic than to modem Protestant doctrine. The grossest super- 
stitions, the most primitive conceptions of the universe, were 

^ EJmsept Spain. 
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preached to, and the most odious deceptions were practised upon, 
the Russian people. The Russian hierarchy, stretching down from 
the Procurator of the Holy Synod to the humblest, the most 
illiterate, and the most barbarous parish “ pope,” was composed 
of State officials charged with the special function of the policing 
of men’s minds. Nor did these ecclesiastical policemen fail to 
work in the closest association with the civil police. 

Thus the Orthodox Church of the Tsarist Empire was an 
organization as different in its doctrines, its rights, its practices, 
and its endowments, from one of the free Protestant Churches 
of contemporary Britain or America as can well be imagined. 
It was quite inevitable that the Russian Orthodox Church 
should fall with the Tsarist State of which it had become an 
integral part. Nor, as events proved, could it be expected that 
the Russian Church would not use aU its formidable resources 
both to maintain that State when it was threatened and to 
attempt its restoration when ii had been overthrown.^ 

Between such aix organization and the parly of the Russian 
working class decisive struggle was inevitable. It was no less 
necessary for the Russian communists to break the political 
power of the Russian Church than it was necessary for them to 
break the power of the othci’ organs of the Tsarist Slate, And 
when that initial task had been accomplished it was necessary to 
dispel quickly, and if need be by summary means, the fi'ightful 
pall of superstition whidi the Orthodox Church had hiulg over 
the Russian land, 

These are the historical facts which explain “ the attack upon 
religious liberty ” which the Russian communists are said to 
have undertaken. The Russian communists certainly did attack, 
and did destroy, both the political power of the Russian Church 
and the right of that Church to prevent the Russian people ficom 
hearing any theory of the universe mote rational than that 
current in the Byzantium of a.s. 1000. If to do these things is to 
destroy religious liberty, then the Russian commiinists are guilty 

reader iateftsted in tlie rtOty of tbe relations telween the Setdet tibveni- 
WetA and flie Russiaa Orthodox unirch in Uie early years of the Revolution 
^Onld oonsult RelfWon and Commvn^nt, by JuUns Hecker. By bo doing be 
tiill be edattled td^aagS forbTniSbBEr^fRB the help of the original documents. Of 
the one-slifed charaater of the oUcgatiaii of the jpetseOutlon of that Church by the 
soviets. He viQ gee that, daring vie earlier yedrs of the Bevolution, the soviets 
irtm inotectihg'themselves agamst detenni&ed attaoks from the ChuxOh. 
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of that crime. Those, however, who are genuinely concerned to 
preserve the freedom of worsliip of the voluntary Churches 
of Britain and America will hardly care to denounce the 
termination of the religious monopoly of the Orthodox Church of 
Russia — of a Chm’ch, that is to say, which obstinately denied 
them any freedom of worship. 

In any event, the communist and socialist parties of Britain 
and America advocate, in strict conformity with their basic 
theory, fuU freedom ol worship to every denomination, and they 
win establish such freedom. As evidence of good faith, they can 
point to the fact that, even in the extreme case of the Russian 
prthodox Church, the Russian communists have in fact pre- 
eiwed that freedom. The churches have remained open in Russia 
hroughout the eighteen year’s which the working class lias been 
.n power. Anyone can walk into a church in any city in the 
Soviet Union and hear divine service bemg conducted according 
ko the elaborate and, to some tastes, exceedingly superstitious 
xitual of the Orthodox Chm-ch. (1 myself have done so in cities as 
far apart as Moscow, Kiev, and Rostov on Don, for examjjle.)^ 
It is perfectly true that many, and no doubt very burdensome, 
restrictions have been, and atUl are, placed upon the priests and 
their regular congi'egations. But these restrictions are an 
inevitable feature of the struggle by means of which alone the 
political power and the intellectual (if one can use such a word 
in this connection) monopoly of the Russian Church were 
abolished. 

Nor was this struggle an easy one. The Russian Church had 
held a jealous and exclusive power for many centuries. It was not 
willing to abdicate that power and to become one of a number of 
voluntary associations able to persuade, if it could, but not to 
coerce, and having to tolraate the equal right of other religious 
and lay organizations to existence. In the course of tlie struggle 
to dethrone so deeply entrenched a religious monopoly, it was 
inevitable that harsh blows shoidd be struck. The activities of 
so formidable and so aggressive an organization had to be curbed 
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to an extent which will be both unnecessary and undesirable in 
the case of such very different organizations as the free Churches 
of Britain and America. Just as the Russian Orthodox Church 
enjoyed monstrously unfair privileges under the Tsar, so now it 
has had to submit to a degree of restriction which will be unneces- 
sary, and would be inequitable, in the case of Churches which 
have never had, or have long relinquished, these pernicious 
privileges. 

It is true that in addition to this struggle with the Church there 
has been in the Soviet Union a fax more open and vigorous repu- 
diation of religious doctrine by those who have ceased to believe 
than has occurred anywhere else. We have been made familiar 
by the capitalist Press, although always in a distorted form, with 
the anti-religious campaigns of the League of the Godless. Many 
people of genuine goodwill, even though they have recognized 
that our accounts of the activities of this organization have been 
exceedingly biased, have felt that much of the anti-religious 
propaganda which has gone on in the Soviet Union has been 
offensively crude. Why, many British and American Liberals 
have been inclined to ask, have the Russian communists adopted 
this dogmatic, aggressive atheism — ^this rasping denial of all 
those traditions of fidelity and worship which form so beautiful 
a heritage of the race ? Why cannot they silently assent, as we 
do, to religious ceremonies and institutions in which we have long 
leased to believe, but to which we are sentimentally attached ? 

It is, I think, seldom realized that communists and socialists 
find such a view as this even more shocking than their own teach- 
ing appears to the religious. The claim of religion to divine 
\revelation is toot, and never can be, a matter of indifference. It 
is a matter of the highest moment for men to decide whether they 
ere in possession of an infallible, because divinely inspired, code 
of conduct and theory of the universe, or whether, on the con- 
trary, they have to build up sudi a code and such a theory for 
themselves,^ It seems to us that those who have come to the 
latter conclusion have a positive duty to inform their fellow men 
of it, and to ask them to put away the intdlectuaJly stunting, if 

^ Nmy alnoeie Clnuchmen must smely find tbe conuamiist and sooiafigt atti- 
tude to telig^su, \vith. its intense realization of the importance of the issues 
liTvolved, fUr piefemble to the condescending lip eectioe Hvllh which tii«ii heUefs 
are at once aobepted and dismiseed by many liberals of the VVestetn world. 
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comfortable, beliefs of the childhood of the race. A hypocritical 
pretence upon the part of the leaders of the community that they 
believe m the objective, historical truth of mythologies which are 
manifestly part of the world of fantasy is a betrayal of trust. 
Mr. and Mrs. Webb, in the work from which we have repeatedly 
quoted, thus austerely arraign the hypocrisy of many of the 
religious observances of the Western world : 

“ It is not with impunity that nations or individuals, out- 
growing any genuine faith in a personal deity who hears their 
prayers and governs alike the ocean and the earthquake, the 
h^vest and the hearts of men, can continue to practise rites 
and accept religious institutions as if they were still believers. 
No code of conduct professedly based on the supposed 
commands of an all-powerful ruler will outlast the discovery 
that it has, in fact, no such foundation. One result of this 
widely spread equivocation is seen in the practical abandon- 
ment at the present time by millions of young persons in 
Europe and America, not only of Christianity, but also, along 
with it, of nearly all the commandments by which then parents 
were guided, without acquiring any substitute.” 

The warning contained in the latter sentences of this impressive 
passage should not be overlooked. The moral and ethical 
standards which have been built up in the last twenty centuries 
of human history are very imperfect. But they are incomparably 
better than no standards at all. They are, however, closely 
bound up with religious doctrines and sanctions. Now that those 
doctrines, and consequently their sanctions, arc, whether we 
like it or not, fading from the minds of men, we run the grave 
risk, if we equivocate any longer, of disci'editing aU moral and 
ethical codes of conduct in the eyes of those who discover for 
themselves the unreality of supematuralism. It is. it is oft en 
br gottenp a port of the anti-religious teaching of the Sov iet 
I nion^ it is indeed a uart of all communist and socialist teachin g, 
; q inculcate a very definite code of conduct, built upon rational, 

I o cial and terrestrial, instead of traditional and supernatura l, 
s^gfitaons. And this code of conduct is at least as strict as the 
code which is inculcated, and is for stricter than the code which 
Ha 
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is observed, in modern Britain and America. (Hence the sur- 
prise and disappoiniment over ibe Soviet attitude to life ex- 
pressed by those indescribably superficial thinkers of the West 
who suppose that the time has come when men need no ethical 
or moral standards to help them to live in peace and decency 
with their fellow men.) 

Communism and socialism are, in fact, more than economic 
and political systems. Since the etfort to achieve these systems is 
occupying a ivhole epoch of history, and is absorbing the life 
work of whole generations of the intellectually and morally 
most alert men and women, communism and socialism become 
moral and intellectual disciplines, by which men may guide 
and evaluate their whole conduct. 


To sum up: there is reason to suppose that rehgious behef 
will fade as and when men achieve as great a control over social 
and economic forces as they now possess over natural forces. 
We reserve the right to proclaim this view and to inform the 
whole population of the probable origins of religious belief, and 
of the part which organized religion has played in modern 
history. 

But we arc firmly opposed to any attempt forcibly to eradicate 
religious belief from men’s minds; for we believe that this would 
impossible to-day and unnecessary to-morrow. Consequently 
we avow the necessity of maintaining freedom of worship for 
every religious denomination, and, what is more, are willing to 
should® the arduous task of preventing any denomination from 
curtailing the religious liberties of other denominations, or the 
liberty of expression of those who have ceased to hold religious 
convictions. In order to carry out such a policy of liberty of 
opinion in religious matters, the political and psychological 
grip of certain formidable, aggressive, and intolerant religious 
monopolies, of which the Russian Orthodox Church was a 
leading example, must be broken. Finally, socialist and com- 
munist teaching inculcates a code of conduct at least as strict, 
although far more rational, than that aimed at by religious 
doetaine. 



Chaptek XX 


Socialism and Peace 

One of the highest and one of the most disputed of the claims of 
socialism is that it alone can bring permanent peace to the world. 
Itis necessary to examine this claim with great care, for it amounts 
to nothing less than the allegation that the abolition of capitalism 
is a condition necessary to the continuance of human civilization. 

On what grounds is it asserted that capitalism must inevitably 
produce war ? The purpose of this chapter is to state the precise 
objective grounds of this assertion; to show that the allegation 
that war is one of the necessary products of capitalism is not a 
mere piece of abuse, but is based upon a careful analysis of the way 
in which this economic system works. The general description 
of the workings of the capitalist system which we gave in Part I 
took us to the conclusion that as soon as a capitalist system has 
passed a certain point in its development it becomes impossible 
for it to dispose of aU the consumers’ goods which it could, and 
on occasion actually does, produce. The system can get out of 
the difficulty for a time by using a higher and higher proportion 
of its resources for the production of new means of production. 
But an increased sale of consumers’ goods is ultimately a con- 
dition for the profitable operation of the new means of produc- 
tion which are so produced. Hence the ultimately decisive defect 
of capitalism is an inability to sell an adequate quantity of con- 
sumers’ goods. Alad^ofadequatemarkets is the chronic, incurable, 
evec-growing difficulty with which every capitalist, and group of 
capitalists, is to-day visibly and undeniably contending. 

So far* however, we have considered capitalism more or less 
in the abstract; we have considered it as a system. Wc have not 
yet considered it in particular detail as it exists in the con- 
temporary world. We have considered “ Capitalism ” with a 
big “ C,” rather than contemporary capitalism as it exists in the 
world of 1986. Immediately, however, that we apply our analysis 
to the contemporary world Aye see that it'need^ qualifications. 
Our analysis would he exa'ctly true of a perfectly capitalist 
world; of a world, that is to say, Which had become a perfectly 
unified and evenly developed Capitalist system. But the 
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existing world is not perfectly unified economically, is not unified 
at aU politically, and is most unevenly developed. Certain parts 
of it (c.g. parts of Asia and Africa) axe not eifectively in the 
capitalist stage of development at all. They are in various pre- 
capitalist stages of development, ranging aU the way from the 
ancient gentile stage which we discussed in Chapter XVII, 
through complex feudal stages, to the characteristic transitional 
stages which mark the emergence of capitalism (e.g, India : the 
coastal region of China). 

Moreover, those parts of the world which are aheady definitely 
capitalist have developed, and are developing exceedingly 
unevenly. Japan is rushing in a few years through the stages 
which it took Western countries decades to traverse. Britain is 
in the extreme old age of the system. Indian eapitaliam is being 
born into a world in which capitalism as a whole is already in 
full decline. Hence, Indian capitalism shows symptoms of decay, 
although it is hardly out of the womb. American capitalism, after 
sowing its grandiose wild oats, has suddenly lost its youth. German 
capitalism has come to a perilous old age, for it lacks those 
advantages with which other capitalisms have prolonged their 
days, No two capitalist communities are at the same point of 
economic development. Finally, one large part of the world, 
the Soviet Union, has passed out of the capitalist stage and 
is building up a socialist economic system of planned 
production for use. 

Upon this sharp economic differentiation between different 
areas of the world is superimposed the fact that each one of the 
fully capitalist communities is under separate, wholly inde- 
pendent, management: that it is a politically sovereign State. 
Moreover, each one of these fuUy evolved capitalist commimities 
has acquired control over one or more of the under-developed, pre-\ 
capitalist areas, rxhile the socialised area of the world is fully 
independent. It^is to this highly complex, and ever-Qhapging, 
world situation that we must apply our analysis of the dynamics 
system of production for profit. 

Let W8 first envisage the problem from the point of view of any 
one fiillY develc^ed capitaUn Stat6, If we do so, we shall see at 
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once that a possibility of relief from capitalism’s supreme 
difficulty of finding a market presents itself. 

We saw that the essential nature of the system prevents it 
disposing of its potential output of goods to its own population.^ 
No capitalism, neither that of Britain, nor of America, nor of 
Japan, can provide itseK with an adequate market for its out- 
put of goods. It must, therefore, seek markets outside itself. If it 
can find and retain them, a temporary solution, at any rate, for 
its essential difficulties w'ill have been found. I t wifi, be possible 
b oth to hold down the pu r chasing of the home population, so as 
to make the production of new means of production possible and 
Ipf ofitable, a nd, yeFto'aIfo \rofThe'bperation of these new means 
pf production when they come into being. For the out^FTf 
consumers'' goods, whieff cannot be sold afTh^e, can under these 
conditions be sold abroad. This is the explanation of that des- 
perate search for markets in wMeh every capitalist State is so 
visibly engaged.® 

An objection at once presents itself. We say that the goods 
can be sold abroad. But how can they be paid for ? For paid for 
they must be, or else they might just as well be given away at 
home. In principle, they can only be paid for by the return sale 
of goods to the exporting community. AH sales must be, ulti- 
mately, but one half of an exchange. Therefore the capitalist 
State which solves its difficulties by selling abroad those goods 
which it cannot sell at home must sooner or later accept pay- 
ment for them in the form of goods sent into itself. But how can 
the exporting capitalism take in such a return flow of goods ? 
If its population has not the purchasing power to buy the 
goods which they themselves have produced, no more wifi, they 
have the purchasing power to buy the equivalent goods which 
their outside customer must send them. 

This objection is sound in principle. But we are now dealing, 

^ TUe leader 'wUI lecall that this inability aiises not through a failure to dis- 
tribute Buihoient total purchasug poiver, but because that purchasing power is 
distubuted so unevenly tliat hrst the available output of consumers' goods, and, 
then, consequentially, the output of means of production, cannot be disposed of, 

® The foreign markets sought oen be, the reader should note, either for con- 
sumers' goods or for means ox production. For a new outlet for means of pioduo- 
tion will relieve the congestion at home just ss much as will on outlet for con- 
sumers' goods, For it wiu remove some of the means of produotion which would, 
if they were left at home, sooa choke the market with their products. 
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not with questions of principle and general theory, but with 
questions of particular application. And a method for over- 
coming this difficulty, for a period, has been devised. It is 
possible for a particular capitalist community to sell to the rest 
of the world more goods than it buys from the rest of the world. 
It does so by means of taking payment in terms of lOUs, 
instead of by immediate payment in terms of equivalent goods. 
It takes its payments in the form of claims, cashable at some 
future date. It lends to its foreign customers the money necessary 
for the purchase of its own goods. (For all these are but different 
ways of describing what is fundamentally the same transaction.) 
Thus, for the time being, a solution is found for the dilemma 
of every capitalist community, namely that at one and the same 
time it dreads being paid for its exports, and yet cannot possibly 
give them away. 

We must next distinguish between exports to other more or 
less highly developed capitalist communities and exports to 
under-developed or pre-capitalist parts of the world. It is 
apparent that the postponement of payment by way of a return 
flow of goods which is possible in the case of exports to another 
^capitalist community is limited. For this second capitalist com- 
munity will have its own problem of markets. It will be searching 
more or less desperately, according to its stage of development, 
for outlets for its own products. Hence, in spite of the increase 
in purchasing power which its population will have received by 
way of the money loaned (in one way or another) from the first 
community, it will soon be unable to take any more imports 
Tudess it can itself sell more abroad. 

(^ut this is by no means equally true of undeveloped parts 
of the world. Their supreme advantage to capitalism is that 
they cannot yet produce very much. They lack the essential 
means of production. Accordingly, the great developed capitalist 
communities can lend them the money with which to buy the 
goods with which to build up their own productive systems. And, 
watU this is done, these undeveloped areas will not need to send 
out any return flow of goods. This is the indispensable function 
perforrne d by ipid^yeloped ftreM^i:n ■t^''econorifl.y of a gapital?&t 
wSrlSrth^ serve as sponges whitih can absewb the surplus pto- 
uhealeable at home, of the developed eommupities, Ahd 
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they absorb these goods on credit, by paying over not actual 
goods or cash, but lOUs or claims on their future wealth. 

This is a real relief to the recurrent crises of glut to which 
every capitalism is subject. It is a substantial relief because it 
may take many years lo build up the pioductive resources of 
an undeveloped area. And during all this time such an area 
can be absorbing, on credit, goods from some otherwise choking 
capitalism. These goods will be, the reader will observe, pre- 
dominantly means of production, not consumers’ goods; they 
will consist of I'ailway materials, machinery for power plants, 
textile machinery, and the like. 

This possibility of prolonging the life of a particular capitalist 
community by undertaking the development of some pre- 
capitalist area of the world is further evidence, the reader will 
observe, that the sole function which capitalism can perform 
is the creation of a community’s outfit of productive equipment. 
For once this task is accomplished at home the only thing 
which the system can do is to repeat the process somewhere 
else. Hence, in the later stages of capitalism a system has arisen 
by which one part of the world industrializes another. Each 
fully developed capitalism has acquired a ring of satellites 
revolving in its economic orbit, and providing it with those 
external markets which have become necessary to its survival. 

(This process has involved the political linking together of 
the pre-capitalist areas with one or other of the great capitalist 
communities. For this particular type of trade, as distinct from 
the ordinary reciprocal trade carried on between communities 
in approximately the some stage of economic development, 
almost inevitably involves the political control of the pre- 
capitalist area by the capitalist centre which is undertaking 
its development. For, as we have seen, this development may 
take decades to accomplish, and during all that time it must 
be conducted on credit. Hence, a formidable debt to the capitalist 
centre is piled up. Anxiety for the safety of this debt must be 
acute unless some form of political control over the debtor has 
been established. ^ 

Moteovei’, this process of the political linldng together of a 
fully developed capitalism with one or more undeveloped areas 
of the world, the markets of which are thereby more or less 
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monopolized to it, is closely associated with that profound 
change, in the nature of the capitalism of each gi-eat empire, 
which we described in Chapter Vll. It is another aspect of that 
eveT'growing concentration of the ownership of the means of 
production into fewer and fewer hands which both intensifies 
the maldistribution of pm-chasing power and, in the end, 
changes and dislocates the whole capitalist system by eliminat- 
ing effective competition from whole spheres of production. 
In a word, the political acquisition of undeveloped territories, 
and the monopolization of their markets, is only the other face 
of that process of monopolization which is going on within 
every capitalism. Capitalism is transforming itself before our 
eyes from a system of competition into a system of monopoly. 
And this change in the economic structure of each capitalist 
empire is inextricably associated with the portioning out of aU 
the undeveloped areas of the world as pre^rved markets for 
this or that empire. The political monopolization of markets 
follows, and is built upon, the economic monpolizalion of 
particular spheres of production. 

If this latter process of economic monopoly had not, inevit- 
ably, taken place, then we might have conceived of an enormous 
number of separate firms, scattered throughout the industrial 
areas of the world, peacefully competing for the opportunities 
to develop the pre-capitalist areas. But the competitors are 
now for the most part vast national monopolies or semi- 
monopolies, so that their competition has become, in effect, 
the rivalry of their respective empires. Thus the present stage 
in the development of capitalism, in which the struggle for 
economic expansion and new markets between rival empires 
visibly dominates the world situation, can be called either 
injperialism or the monopoly stage of capitalism. ) 


The development of the pre-capitalist areas of the world 
by the export to them of means of production (and some con- 
sumers’ goods) ^anced by loans is the one method by which 
a capitalism which has grown into the monopolistic stage can 
'obtain the reliet of an outlet for its otherwise tmsaleable pro- 
ducts- It can be, however, the reader will observe, only a 
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tcmporaiy relief, Foz*, again, unless the goods are to be given 
away, the loans out of which they were purchased must some 
day be repaid. i And no one has ever been able to suggest how 
this can be done. Hence the capitalist exporters in one sense only 
seem to be paid by the undeveloped country. All they arc really 
given are 10 Us or claims, and these claims can never he collected. 
The interest on these ever-mounting claims can for a long time be 
paid, however, and so long as this is the case the debtor feels that 
;iis claim is sound.® But the claim itself is uncollectable. 

The underlying reality is not apparent at the time at which 
the export of goods is made and it may take decades to emerge 
into view. Hence the finally contradictory character of the 
whole transaction does not prevent it being repeatedly made, 
and docs not prevent it providing a real; although temporary, 
relief for a choking capitalism. For example, the British capitalist 
system would have stifled to death under a mountain of its 
own unsaleable products in the late eighteen-eighties had not 
this form of relief been resorted to on the largest scale.* 

Finally, the export of their capital, mainly in the form of 
means of production, to undeveloped parts of the world which 
have passed under then- control, enables the capitalists of the 


It is usual to speak of this whole process as the export of capital, and so it is. 
But the phrase “ the export of capital ” does not give us ony cle*tr idea of what 
IS happening. Is it, for example, money or goods that is being exported ? The 
answer is that it is both, but that the money is, in this case, only the symbol of 
the goods. What happens is that a hun in the City of London Imnds 10 million 
pounds to a South American republic, the lepublic then spends the 10 million 
pounds on buying, say, railway materials {Tom British icon and steel Sims. But 
the financial traasaction is, from our analytic point of view, merely a comphea- 
tion. All that has really happened is that the British capitalists have supplied 
the republic with means of production to the value of 10 million pounds wliUe 
freeing to postpone their light to be sent goods to the value of 10 i^lon pounds 
in lelurn. But, be it noted, sinec interest on the loan is charged, a claim for mudi 
more than 10 miUlon pounds’ worth of goods to be sent to Britain, from tlic 
republic, is established. 

3 For decades at a time the interest on such loans Is often met by tlie simple 
expedient of coiibiaoting new loans. Hence, the absurd and familiar spectacle of 
the capitalists of some wealthy emphe lending an undeveloped country the 
money with which to pay the interest on some former loon 1 

3 The finally controdictoiy character of capitalist foreign trade lias probably 
become apparent to many of the shrewder leaders of the capitalist world to-day. 
But they cannot possibly stop such trading, for if they did so the entire capitalist 
economic structure would collapse. Hence uey go on piling up utterly uncoUect- 
able debts, piously hoping that the interest payments will at any rate last their 
time. This is but one osj^sot of the cver-inoreasing tendency of capitalist trade 
to degenerate into gaming and then swindling. 
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ma]or empire to reap otherwise unrealizable profits. For the 
capital when it arrives in the colonial area is typically employed 
in the extraction of some tropical raw material — such as rubbers 
for example. Partly because of the extreme exploitation of the 
native labour which is employed, and partly because of the 
semi-monopoly which the possession of the main sources of 
supply of the commodity may give it (as in the case of the 
British and Dutch empires with rubber), capital so employed 
can often earn astronomical returii.s. Hence, colonies have 
become a vitally important source of profit, and so of new 
capital, as well as a necessary market for goods. This extremely 
important aspect of imperialism is always conveniently ignored 
by the spokesmen of the possessing empires. These gentlemen 
(see Sir Samuel Hoare’s wcU-known speech at Geneva in 
Septembei" 1985) always assure the world that the empires whioh 
they represent are only too ready to sell to all comers the 
tropical raw materials which they possess. So they arc. But this 
docs not help the excluded capitalists (the German capitalists, 
for example), In the first place (see note below), these 
capitalists cannot buy because they are now increasingly 
excluded from the only available markets in which they could 
sell. But the excluded capitalists do not merely desire the right 
to buy raw materials at their present owners’ semi-monopoly 
prices. What they want is the right themselves to possess some 
of the sources of the supply of these raw materials and conse- 
quently to share in the very great profits to be made from their 
extraction. These, in briefest outline, are the economic causes 
“Of that striking phenomenon of our times, which we call 
imperialism. 

(The imperative need of every capitalism, when it has reached 
the monopoly stage, for perpetual expansion into new markets, 
both for its otherwise unsaleable consumers’ goods and its 
otherwise unusable capital, is the basic cause of modern war. ^ For 

1 A boid-piesscd empire may (cel that it needs colonies chielly la order Co 
secure a supply of taw materials (os Germany docs to-day, for example). But 
tUs is, in the last umUysts, consequential upon her lack of adequate access to 
madeeis. For If site possessed these, and could therefore secure by selling her 
goods m thorn the wherewithal wttb which to buy, she would have no difficulty 
wbatever in l|u:^g raw materials; (hr the sellers are anxious to sell if they can 
flat haid. Bdnoe, oven in those extreme cases when the empire in question (ads 
dlflieuldca as inabibty to buy rather thap to sell, the lack of suffidrht 
aecess to market^ Is the essence of the matter. 
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it is not difficult to show that the attempt of several highly 
developed capitalist communities simultaneously to satisfy 
their need for such expansion must bring them into acute 
conflict. This is one of those propositions in which the content 
of truth is continually growing. It was ahvays true that the 
attempt of the most highly developed capitalisms to seize and 
hold undeveloped areas might lead to disputes between them, 
and did in fact frequently lead to such disputes. But, compared 
to the conflicts which to-day convulse the world, these con- 
flicts were soluble without a resort to war. For two factors 
in the world situation have changed, and are still changing, 
for the worse. First, both the number and the needs of the 
luUy developed capitalist empires have sharply inereased: 
second, the opportunities for satisfying the increased needs of 
the increased number of empires have sharply diminislied. 
These two factors tend to bring the empires more rapidly into 
collision with each other. Moreover, t he pop ula tions of t he 
un develop ed a reas of the world have turned recalcitrant. It 
is no longer easily possibly to take, ~aFm some cases even to 
hold, great pre-capitalist tracts for the relief of this or that 
stifling empire. The inhabitants of such lands are more and 
more showmg that they intend to become something more than 
conveniences for distressed empires. Hence, a whole series of con- 
fficts between each empire and its subject peoples, or the peoples 
which it intends to make into its subjects, is engeudered. 

Comparing, for example, the world of the eighteen-eighties 
with the world of to-day, we notice that, while at that time 
there were only two fully developed capitalist empires, there 
are now, at the lowest compulaticm, six. In the eighteen-eighties 
both British and, although to a lesser extent and for different 
reasons, French capitalism had exhausted their main possi- 
bilities of interior development and had had to turn outwards 
towards impeciaU&t expansion, if they were to survive. Neither 
of them was destitute of colonial possessions, but both felt 
acutely the need to acquire more. Compare this situation with 
that of 1985 when four more capitalisms, namdy those of 
Germany, America, Italy -aiid Japan have also reached, or arc 
now reaching, this point of internal saturation. Moreover, in 
spite of the acquisition by both France and Britain of vast 
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and succulent colonies during the past fifty years, the needs 
of these two original empires for still more expansion are 
perhaps as great as ever. For their own internal productive 
forces have grown as rapidly as have their empires. Yet their 
need for expansion is small compared to the needs of such 
capitalisms as Japan, Italy, and, above all, Germany. For 
these capitalisms find themselves almost (in the case of Germany, 
quite) without colonial possessions, and yet equipped with 
well-developed productive apparatuses which must certainly 
choke them with unsaleable products if they cannot be given 
empty areas to fill. So much for the difference between 1880 and 
1980 on the side of the numbers, and the intensity of the needs 
of the imperial powers. 

Now compare the two periods in respect of the opportunities 
available for satisfying these needs. In 1880 the map of Africa 
was largely blank. A huge, vast, undeveloped continent stretched 
out to the South of Europe. Asia, also, with the exception 
of India, lay almost untouched by the Western powers, 
while South America seemed to offer enormous opportunities 
to the capitalists of the United States, whenever their own 
vast internal field of development should be exhausted. The 
prospect must have seemed one of inexhaustible opportunity. 
It seemed easy to satisfy the need for expansion of every 
capitalism which was sufficiently developed to support such 
claims. There seemed, and, for the moment, there was, enough 
room for everyone. 

To-day, South America has been tilled and retilled by United 
States capital; nor has bhe process faded to make the expanding 
dollar press both against the pound, well entrenched in Argentina 
and Paraguay, and the nascent capitalisms of the South Ameri- 
can republics themselves. AH of Asia, with the large exception 
of China, has become the dominion of one or other of the great 
empires. And Japan, the newest of these empires, is now at- 
tempting to convert China into hor own gigantic colony. That 
process is not taking place easily or without the risk of conflict, 
for it involves both the prejudice of those British, French, and 
American interests which were deeply entrenched, although 
without full political control, in all Eastern China, and the 
attempt, as yet by no means successful, to subjugate the Chinese 
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people. But it may enable Japanese capitalism to subsist for a 
time. It is in Africa, however, that the most striking changes 
have taken place. What was then a virgin continent awaiting 
the exploiter has now been partitioned and re-partitioned down 
to the last Abyssinian acre. 

Moreover, in those parts of the colonial world which have long 
been in the possession of one or other of the great empires a 
counter-movement of national independence has begun. India, 
the greatest of all colonics, affords the leading example of such a 
counter-movement by which a people attempts to free itself from 
a helpless subservience to an empire. The Indian movement 
towards independence has taken various shapes during the past 
thirty years. It has risen and fallen in intensity. But it has never 
disappeared. The British imperialists have had to meet it either 
with repression or concession. As usual, they have done both. 
And so far they have succeeded, though with great difficulty, in 
preventing the Indian people from maldng British rule in India 
impossible. But they have only succeeded in doing so by em- 
ploying methods of coercion so odious that Indian resistance is 
certain to grow ever more fierce, and also by making 
concessions to the newly emerged native Indian capitalists. These 
concessions were necessary to the British in order to divide the 
Indian nationalist movement, but they have begun perceptibly 
to diminish the value of India as a colony to British capitalism. 
(For example, India has been aEowed to charge a certain import 
duty on Lancashire cotton goods, even though giving them a 
substantial preference as against other imported cottons. Again, 
a certain amount of native capitalist industry has had to be 
aEowed. It may be that the new Government of India Act, 
granting cesrtain very limited parliamentary institutions to 
India, while it wiU certainly do nothing for the Indian people, 
wiE be u.sed bv the Indian capi taEsts to secure an extension of 
these conc e ssion s,! “ 

Another example of substantial concessions being wpn by a 
colonial people is that of Egypt. Thus the movement of colonial 
resistance to capitaUst unperioEsm con and does begin to em- 
barrass the great empires long before particular colonial peoples 
are strong enough to achieve complete independence. Just when 
their economic situation requires the maximum extension of 
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their colonies as areas of exploitation they are forced by diffi- 
culties created not only by the ambitions of rival empires but 
also by the resistance of their own subject peoples. And naturally 
these two types of difficulties interlock. The subject peoples 
begin to learn how to play off one empire against another. (As 
the Egyptian Nationalists appear to be doing to-day — playing 
off Britain and Italy, for example.) Hence, the major possessing 
empires, such as the British, are forced towards concessions 
which they can ill afford, while the hard-pressed, desperate 
empires such as the German, Italian, and Japanese, arc forced 
into conflict not only with the possessing group of empires, but 
1 with peoples, such as the Abyssinians or the Chinese, in pre- 
\ capitalist stages of development. Thus the conflicts engendered by 
the process of all-round expansion upon which every capitalism 
is inevitably launched, so soon as it reaches the monopoly stage, 
are not confined to wars between themselves. On the contrary, 
the conflicts which capitalist imperialism most immediately and 
directly engenders are those between a given empire and some 
colonial or semi-colonial people. In the case of primitive peoples 
like the Abyssinians such conflicts are, it is true, relatively small. 
But in the case of the conflicts between vast and highly civilized 
peoples in pre-capitalist stages of development, such as the 
Chinese and Indian peoples, and, in these cases, the Japanese and 
British Empires, they may prove to be some of the most serious, 
prolonged and terrible conflicts of our epoch. 


If, then, the relatively tolerable needs for expansion of o few 
empires, in a relatively empty world, and without the present 
degree of colonial resistance, produced many small wars, and 
finally produced the Great War itself, what are the future 
possibilities of peace in the present epoch of over-growing 
colonial resistance, and of many empires, some of them desperate 
for expansion, in an almost completely occupied world ? How 
c^n we avoid tho conclusion that if the present world of rival 
‘(imperialisms is allowed to continue in existence there is no 
'^chance of peace? How can we doubt that whatever may have 
beSn the causes of the wars of the pa$t, the effective present 
cause of wax is the imperative need for economic expansion in 
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general, and for markels in particular, experienced by every 
fully developed capitaliaL empire as il enters the monopolist 
stage in its development ? 

It maj^, or may not, be true that it this present cause of war 
ivere removed there would remain other causes. But the feet 
*that no capitalism, onee it lias reached the monopolist stage ol 
development, can continue to exist Avilhout oeasclcss oconoinie 
and so political expansion, is a fact which in itself fidly explaiius 
both w'hy the wars of the recent past have occurred, and why 
to-day a new Avar is visibly almost upon us. Ilencc it is necessar)? 
to remove this cause of war in order to make peace possible. 
When that has been done we will tackle the other causes of war. 
if they ton out to exist. But, until that is done, every other 
attempt to abolish Avar must be unavailing. For here is a cause 
quite sufficient in itself to make AA'ar incAutable so long as it 
continues to exist. 

It is important to notice that the word “ inevitable ” is here 
used with precision. The need for economic expansion of every 
monopoly-capitalism is absolute. Unless more and more un- 
developed territories can be made available to it ei’-ery capitalism 
must collapse soon after reaching the monopoly stage of develop- 
ment. There do not remain in the world suilicicnt undeveloped 
territories to satisfy the minimum requirements for existence of 
all the capitalist empires. No re-partition of the available terri- 
tories can possibly solve the problem. Some empire must be so 
deprived that the collapse of its economy is certain. It caii never 
be to the interest of any capitalist empire tamely to await its 
OAvn collapse without attempting to Avin by force of arms areas 
for ecoiioraio expansion from its rivals. 

Hence Avar, so long as Ave alioAV the Avorld to he dominated by 
such empires, but only so long, is in the strictest sense of the 
Avord inevitable. It must come, that is to say, even if all the 
imperial governments concerned behave with perfect good 
sense, goodwill, intelligence, and moderation. There is nothing 
which such governments can do, short of acquiescing in their 
own extinction, Avhich can permanently prevent war. 

The above reasoning does not mean, however, that the ques- 
tion of the more or less rational behaviour of capitalist govern- 
ments is nnimportapit. For if they behave irrationally, if, for 
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example, they become slaves to the nationalist sentiments which 
they themselves have excited, so that they cannot make con- 
cessions even when they would, then war will break out much 
earlier than ib need. And, in fact, our existing capitalist govern- 
ments do exhibit many irrational characteristics. Thus con- 
temporary wars always appear to arise, and in a sense do actu- 
ally arise, from the mistakes, or crimes, of the governments 
concerned. But this does not alter the fact that even perfectly 
I wise and benevolent governments, if they were compelled to 
'maintain the existing ■world system of co mpet ing,^ capi talis t 
ipipecialiaiis, could not prevent war. 

The above analysis of, first, the ine'vitability of the birth of 
imperialism out of the necessities of any fully developed capi- 
talism, and of war as the equally determinate result of a world 
situation dominated by the rival activities of several formidable 
and desperate capitalist empires, constitutes the most impor- 
tant application of communist and socialist theory to existing 
reality. It is an analysis which, in one part or another, is admitted 
by many capitalist writers themselves. Indeed, no more than 
common observation is needed to see that the rivalries of the 
six existing major capitalist empires are leading the world to 
war. But nothing but a comprehension of the way in which 
capitalism ■works can explain what is the cause and object of 
these rivalries and why they must, if they ore not ended, 
inevitably lead the world to war. 

The basic argument of this book is, however, that the world 
system of these rival imperialisms can he ended. It qan be 
ended by the peoples of each empire taking the means of produc- 
tion from their respective capitalists and organizing socialist 
economic systems of the type which we have described in Part I. 
If wc do this before the present series of acute inter-imperialist 
conflicts breaks out into world war, then we can certainly pre- 
serve the peace of the world. There is notMng in the least in- 
evitable about the outbreak of war. We have only to lake the 
neqessary steps ■to make such an event, on the contrary, impos- 
sible. But these steps do, in the end, involve the dispossession 
of the capitalists of the great empires and the ending of 
I ■the system of production for profit. In a word, cap^ahsm 
Vinevitably produces war. But this does npt mean that"" war 
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I is inevitable. For there is nothing inevitable about the con- 
’tinuance of capitalism. 


( We must now turn to the other and positive side of our 
original claim. Can it be shown, that a socialist economic system 
of planned production for use will show no tendency to drive 
communities which adopt it into war ? Wc have seen that the 
inability of a proflt-making system, when it has developed into 
the monopolist stage, to distribute enough purchasing power to 
its own citizens to clear the market of consumers’ goods, drives 
every capitalist empire to seek, and to fight to the death, for 
new markets, areas of exploitation and fields for every type of 
expansion. As we saw in Part I, no such inability can arise under 
a system of planned production for use. Whatever other diffi- 
culties such systems may suffer from, they can never be unable 
to put into the hands of their own citizens every single consum- 
able good which they can get produced. No problem of finding 
markets can ever arise in a socialist economic system. The 
illimitable market provided by the infinitely extensible needs 
of their oto citizens will always absorb every single good and 
service which can be produced. 

Hence, such communities can experience no need whatever for 
the acquisition of undeveloped areas of the world. On the con- 
trary, the addition to them of undeveloped areas might well 
appear to their citizens as a heavy burden: they would feel 
that, while it was no doubt their duty to aid the inhabitants of 
such areas in their arduous task of developing their productive 
resources, yet they could not, and w'ould not, divert to them 
more than a certain proportion of their own available plant and 
labour; for to do so would be to diminish the standard of life 
to which they themselves might otherwise attain. Thus in a 
predominantly socialist world the difficulty might be to see that 
every advanced community took its proper share in the neces- 
sary, but heavy, work of aiding the development of the peoples 
of the backward areas. Far feom there being a “ grab ” for sueli 
areas, there might be a certain tendency to avoid a proper 
measure of responsibility towards them ! j 



Chapter XXI 


The World hefoic War 

The last chapter contained an analysis which appeared to 
account for the fact that war has been a recurrent feaiure of 
the capitalist system. Moreover, it was asserted that a socialist 
system is alone compatible ivith peace. In this chapter we must 
examine the present world situation in order to decide whether 
it appears to confirm this view. Do tlic various states which 
make up the contemporary world behave in the way which we 
should expect them to behave if this analysis were true ? Or is 
their actual behaviour more readily explicable on the basis of 
some other hypothesis ? 

The dominating factor in the present world situation is the 
evident intention of three out of the six major capitalist empires 
to acquire new territories, new privileges, and new advantages — • 
in general, to change the world situation in their favour. Those 
dissatisfied empires are Germany, Japan, Italy. 

We have named them in the order of the intensity of their 
need for expansion and of tlicir power to expand. The three 
remaining major capitalist empires — ^France, Britain, and 
America — do not exhibit an equal desire for expansion and 
change. Their actions indicate that tliey have on the whole 
more to lose than to gain by change. And they are not slow to 
stigmatize as bellicose all those who do not acquiesce in the 
present division of the world.^ 

Now if our analysis of the motives which must actuate the 
governments of highly developed capitalist empires is correct, 
it should enable us to explain why it is that the rulers of Ger- 
many, Japan, and Italy are willing to hazard their existence, 
as they visibly are, on an attempt to re-divide the world, while 
the rulers of Britain, France, and America feel no such need. If 
our analysis is valid, wc should expect to find that Germany, 
Italy, and Japan possessed opportunities for economic expansion 

1 Tbw are many shades of difterenee Tdtbfn each of these two gioups, Mote- 
over, there M little commiinily of interest between the membeia of either of them. 
The fact that fiemany wishes to expand into Austria does not commend her to 
Italy. The desire of Great Britain to come to an agreement with Japan over tlie 
portttiQa of China into Btitteh and Japanese opberes of influence does not endear 
her to flhe United States. 
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which, in relation to then degi’ee of economic development, 
were small, while Britain, France, and America possessed 
relatively large opportunities. A glance at the map of the world 
will inform us that this is in fact the case. But let us examine 
the situation of the six empires in turn. 

The most extreme case of a disparity between internal eco- 
nomic development and opportunity for expansion is afforded 
by Germany. The German capitalists possess the second most 
highly developed apparatus of production in the world (second 
only to that of the United States). Her capitalists must, if they 
are not to be ruined by the exorbitantly expensive idleness of 
, their vast means of production, poui* forth on enormous torrent 
of goods of all kinds. And who is to buy these goods 7 No Ger- 
man capitalist is under the delusion that they can be disposed 
of at home, for more than a short period, so long as the popula- 
tion’s purchasing power is held down to the level necessary to 
the existence of capitalism. The only possible way in which the 
immense and superb productive apparatus of Westphalia, of 
Central Germany, of Berlin, and of Silesia can be kept going 
on a capitalist basis is for the Gciman capitalists to undertake 
the development of several of the undeveloped parts of the 
world. There is no other possibility of preventing this apparatus 
from eating off its head in an idleness so expensive that it must 
ruin its owners. ' 

This disparity between Germany’s economic development and 
her opportunities of expansion arose before the war. It is, indeed, 
no more than an over-simpUftcation to call this disparity the 
cause of the last war. German capitalism is strongly and highly 
developed, partly because its development started later than 
that of Britain, France, and Amcricaj for the German capitalists, 
learning from the experience of others, achieved with unequalled 
swiftness a very high technical level- But for the same reason the 
German capitalists came to need opportunities for economic 
expansiou only after the best of those opportunities had been 
seized by the flrstcomcrs, namdy France and Britain. 

The German capitalists had in general to be content with the 
leavings of the imdeveloped continents. But they were not, and 
could not, be content with such, leavings, if they were to survive 
as capitalists. They had to have, not the worst, but the best 
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fields for colonial development, for they had the most, not the 
least, developed productive system. It could be sustained by the 
largest markets alone. 

The war of 1914 to 1918 was, in the last analysis, and besides 
being many other things as well, the formidable and almost 
successful attempt of the German capitalists to bring the terri- 
torial division of the world, and the general balance of world 
power, into harmony with theur ever-growing economic pre- 
dominance. But that attempt failed. By means of a world-wide 
coalition which came to include every other capitalist empire, 
and its peripheral states (except Austria-Hungary, which was 
destroyed), Germany was defeated. Accordingly the redivision 
of the world which actually took place after the war, instead of 
ending the disparity between the German capitalists’ productive 
power and their opportunity of economic expansion, vastly 
intensified that disparity. Germany was stripped of even those 
colonies which she had been able to acquire. And her armed 
power, including her navy, and with it her ability to penetrate 
economically into regions like South America or China, which 
had not become the exclusive possessions of any one of the great 
empires, and to protect the interests whicli she might thus 
acqrdre, was destroyed. Yet the basic capacity to produce and, 
consequently, the imperative need for expansion into world 
markets of her capitalists were only slightly diminished. 

What should we expect to be the consequences of these events? 
We should expect that, so long as the productive appai'atus of 
Germany remained in the hands of her capitalists to operate on 
the basis of a system of production for profit, the German capi- 
talists must make a new attempt to acquire markets. We should 
expect that they must make this attempt, however desperate the 
venture might seem, either to the prospects of their own survival 
or to the survival of capitalist civilization as a whole. 

For there would be only these two alternatives to a war waged 
by the German capitalists for the re-division of the world first,, 
their own extinction as capitalists, and the voluntary handing 
over of their means of production to the German people to 
operate on the basis of production for use; or, second, the 
voluntary handing over by the otiier capitalist powers of iaafketsv 
to the Qerman capitalists. And there is no record in all human 
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history of anything remotely analogous to either of these events 
having taken place. i 

The reader will see that we have in fact described the position 
of Germany. Her intensive rearmament, the enslavement of the 
German people to the one purpose of promoting military power, 
the ceaseless attempts of German diplomacy to brealc up the 
coalition of her opponents, are precisely the phenomena which 
we should expect to observe if the hypothesis staled above is 
valid. Wc can now understand that so long as Germany remains 
a capitalist state, there is nothing for her to do except to make a 
second and even more desperate bid for that w'orld power which 
can alone give her adequate opportunity of economic expansion. 
Before our eyes Germany is preparing for such an attempt. No 
other hypothesis can account for her present actions. The 
hypothesis upon which we are working fully accounts for them. 

Now let us take the case of Japan. Japanese capitalism is a 
much younger growth; her capitalists have only lately reached 
the stage in which they require economic expansion as a neces- 
sity of their existence. But they have reached it, and their 
consequent behaviour has become just what the behaviour of the 
British, the French, the German, the American, and every other 
capitalist class haa always been in a similar situation. They 
possessed, five years ago, comparatively insignificant colonial 
areas for their exploitation. They had not, like Germany, lost 
their colonies in unsuccessful war, but they were too young to 
have been in a position to acquire, or to need, colonies, during 
the period in which most of the world was parcelled out. 

When, therefore, the Japanese capitalist class came to 
maturity they were confronted by a world almost completely 
pre-empted by the original capitalist empires. But, knowing 
that their very existence as capitalists was at stake, they have 
thrust their way outward, no matter what the cost and what the 
risk. They have several times brought the world to the verge of 
war; but they have for the time being been enabled to acquire 
the vast undeveloped area of North China without producing a 
general inter-imperial war. For they had the enormous good 

)■ For the Tetention of these maikets is just as esaeatial to the etisteace of the 
Viotocious oapitalistB as theli acquisition is to the extstence of the defeated 
capitalists. Tbis is why no lasting "deal" or comprot^e between them is 
posdble. 
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fortune of geographical proximity to this the last considerable 
pre-capitalist area which was not fully dominated by any one 
great empire. The hypothesis that every capitalist system, when 
it comes to a certain stage of development, can only continue to 
exist if it acquires outlets for its products by the acquisition of 
undeveloped areas, alone accounts for the recent and present 
behaviour of the Japanese capitalists. 

Finally, how does this hypothesis account for the recent 
(1986) act of aggression of the Italian capitalists ? The map of 
Africa proffers us the explanation. We see that the Italian 
colonies consisted of wretched strips and patches, the mere 
selvedge of the African dominions of France and Britain. 
(Belgium and Portugal themselves had far more 1) In “ the grab 
for Africa ” the Italian capitalists received the typical poor 
relation’s portion; and it was, on the basis of the rules of the 
capitalist game, no more and no less than their due. For the 
Italian capitalists have never been more than poor relations of 
the three supreme European capitalist groups, namely the 
British, the German and the French. Hence the Italian capi- 
talists could not lay effective claim to the extensive colonies of 
France, stiU less to the vast possessions of Great Britain. 

. Italian capitalism, however, though comparatively small, is 
Inot young. It has reached a faiidy high degree of development. 
iHence it has begun to experience acutely the inevitable need for 
expansion. And the peculiarly arid and depressing strips of 
desert which it alone possessed offered no such opportunities. 
There was a real and typical disparity between the compara- 
tively small, but considerably developed, Italian capitalism, and 
its extremely meagre opportunities for expansion. T^is disparity 
produced its invariable consequences. The Italian capitalists saw 
that they must expand or collapse. Like everyone else, they 
prefeti'ed the chance of survival, however desperate, to certain 
extinction. Their chief executive proclaimed the customary 
sacred mission. The attack upon Abyssinia was coldly under- 
taken. 

As I write, it is not yet quite certain that this patticular effort 
of a choking capitalism to hack its way out will not provoke an„ 
inteisimpexial war. But the possibility that it will not arises 
only from the circumstance that Italy was able to find the one 
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last remaining corner of Africa which had not yet heen formally 
allotted to any of the great empires. But now that Abyspinia 
has gone, there is not one African acre left in the possession of 
the Africans. 1 


Now let us turn our attention to the other and compai'atively 
satisfied group of empires, Britahi, France, and the United 
States. An explanation for British satisfaction, based upon our 
hypothesis, is certainly not hard to discover. British capitalism is 
in 1986 in the least difficult, though not the most secure, position 
of any. How could it be otherwise when it possesses incomparably 
the largest and most useful markets and opportunities for ex- 
pansion ? 

The resultant relative prosperity of British capitalism is 
ceaselessly empliasized by every one of its spokesmen, from the 
present Prime Minister, Mr. Baldwin, to the humblest amiouncer 
of the British Broadcasting Corporation. “ 0 Lord, we thank thee 
that wre are not as other men,” has become the reverberating 
anthem of the British Isles. An impenetrable and terrifying 
self-satisfaction has settled upon Britain. It is so easy, and it is, 
in itself, so true, to say that the comparative economic stability 
and, for about half of the population,® comparative plenty of 
Britain compare favourably with conditions in any other part 
of the capitalist world. But no hint is allowed to penetrate to 
the British people of the fact that their relative good fortune has 
heen alone secured by the direct or indirect subjection to them 
of almost a quarter of the population of the world.® We are never 
allowed to know by those who control, iii a monopoly of now 
unparalleled perfection, every considerable channel of publicity 
that those social services and other amenities, of which we 
ceaselessly boast, are made possible by the extreme degradation 
of the people of a whole sub-continent, such as India, and of a 
hundred other races throughout the world. Nor, when we com- 
pare our lot with that of the peoples of other capitalist states, 
with the lot of the Italian, the Czech or the German people, for 

1 With th« doubthil exc-eptlon of Liberia. 

® See the of British income distribution on pp. SSf-Sl, 

® The British Bmpire contains some 45Q milUon persons out of a world popiila- 
tton of just under B,000 naUlions. 
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example, is it ever breathed that it is by shutting their capitalists 
out from the exploitation of the races subject to ours that we 
have achieved our boasted advantages. 

Moreover, the British people are given no inkling of the fact 
that the German and Italian, and for that matter almost every 
other, people are taught by their capitalists that the undoubted 
advantages enjoyed by the British arc not the result of superior 
virtue but of successful greed. They are taught that the British 
have shut out everyone else from almost every part of the world 
' worth having; that every advantage enjoyed by the British 
people could be conceded to the Germans and Italians by their 
capitalists — ^if only they had half what their British rivals 
'possess. 

Peace, our statesmen never tire of telling us, and not any 
sordid question of British interests, is the grand and holy 
objective of British policy. But wc are never allowed to realize 
that what peace means in the contemporary world is the right 
of the British capitalists peacefully to possess those markets and 
opportunities of expansion which alone sustain them, and for 
want of which the other deprived capitalist groups must soon 
collapse. Our rulers are not indeed so foolish as to believe their 
own propaganda: they Icnow that they must, sooner or later, be 
called upon to defend their vast possessions against the desperate 
assault of those capitalist empires Avhich cannot any longer exist 
without expansion, and they are arming intensively for the 
inevitable struggle of life and death. But they use the fact that 
they already have possession of the spoils, and will merely have 
to defend them, as proof of their own guileless pacifism, and of 
the outrageous, unprovoked aggression of everyone else. The 
perfect incomprehension of the opinions, needs, struggles and 
passions of others exhibited by the contemporary leaders of 
opinion in Britain must dismay every Englishman who sincerely 
loves his country. And every British communist and socialist 
most certainly daiins to love and to serve his country a thousand 
times better than do those who prefer to flatter and to deceive 
her people in the interests of the now tiny group of her owners 
and rulers. 

The actions, and the propaganda, of the British capitalists, 
their iron determination to hold on to everything they have got, 
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their comparative indifference to acquiring any more, their 
specious pacifism, and their now hurried preparations for war, 
are exactly what we should expect to find if our explanation of 
\ the motives which must govern the rulers of every capitalist 
empire is true. 

The position of France is in some respects similar to that of 
Britain. She has a less extended empire; but, on the other hand, 
the productive resources of her capitalists are smaller. Hence 
they do not need such wide outlets. Their position is so much 
more favoui’able than that of the German or Italian capitalists 
that it is clear that the French capitalists consider that they 
have far more to lose than to gain by attempts to re-divide the 
world. Hence the French capitalist empire, although at the 
moment (1906) hard pressed by economic difficulties, finds itself 
in the camp of the satisfied. Nor could we expect anything else 
upon the basis of our hypothesis. For, after all, the French 
capitalists actually gained more firom the settlement at the end 
of the last war than did any others. 

The presence of the United States in the camp of the rela- 
tively satisfied may seem to require explanation. For her 
capitalists possess the most highly developed productive 
apparatus in the world, capable of pouring out an unparalleled 
torrent of goods. Yet the actual overseas possessions of the 
United States are insignfleant. (They are relatively small even 
if we count, as we should, a large part of Central and South 
America as in fact, though not in form, an area exclusively 
reserved for the exploitation of the United States capitalists.) 
We might expect, then, to find a disparity between the tremen- 
dous American productive apparatus and its overseas outlets. 
The present economic situation of the United States confirms 
this expectation. For six years now it has been quite impossible 
either to sell nearly the whole possible output of goods at home 
— the Brookings Institution estimated (sec p. 21 ) not more than 
between one haK and two thirds — or to find an outlet for them 
abroad. 

Why then do we not find the American capitalists moving 
strongly towards the opening up of opportunities of expansion 
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by a policy of actiye imperialism ? The two obvious fields for the 
American imperialists are South and Central America, and 
China. The first has been, and is being, intensively cultivated. 
But it might at first sight be thought surprising that a more 
vigorous elfoi't has not hitherto been made to cultivate the 
second. For the Japanese domination of much of China has been 
at any rate acquiesced in after somewhat feeble protest. America, 
indeed, is arming intensively as if for an active expansionist 
policy. (She is not in the remotest danger of attack.) But she has 
not yet developed the policy for which the armaments will be 
necessary. 

Do we find in this American inaction evidence running counter 
to the hypothesis that the economic dilTicidties which every 
capitalism in its monopoly stage must encounter drive its rulers 
to attempt a policy of imperialist expansion ? I do not think 
that the evidence is substantial for the following rerisons. It has 
become impossible for the American capitalists to sell their 
output at home: but this has only ocemTed very suddenly and 
very recently. The enormous extent of the American homeland, 
and the fact that it had been completely virgin territory, needing 
development of every kind, had enabled the American capitalists 
to dispose of a high percentage of their output at home right 
up tin 1920. Then, with unparalleled suddenness, it was dis- 
I covered that the process of developing the North American 
v, continent- was nearing completion. American capitalism has 
I almost done its job. 

But this tremendous fact could not be, and has not been, 
immediately realized by the American capitalists themselves, 
They were and are quite unaccustomed to any other task than 
, the industrialization of their own country. To them it seemed, 
and seems, inconceivable that this task is no longer there to do. 
Hence they have not realized that nothing more remains to them 
but the function upon which their British colleagues have long 
relied, namely the development, and exploitation, of overseas 
axeas. They have not yet fully realized that their only hope of 
^survival is to turn outwards, enter, even at this late hour, the 
imperialist race, and find, if they can, new worlds to conquer 
and to industrialize. 

.Moreover, we have stated their position in an over-simplified 
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way. The development of North America is even now incom- 
plete. There remain profitable opportunities for the employment 
of capital' at home. It has been possible to effect a measure of 
recovery without acquiring new markets overseas. But such a 
recovery will be temporary and partial. There remains no sub- 
stantial possibility of survival for the American capitalists but 
the conquest of vast, reserved foreign markets. This fact is, no 
doubt, now dawning upon the consciousness of their abler 
thinkers. Indeed, an important explanation of relative American 
passivity in Eastei'u Asia may already lie, not in an unawareness 
of the need for expansion in this field, but in the width of the 
Pacific Ocean, The military and technical difficulties in the way 
of an effective American challenge to Japan (and to Britain) in 
China are very great. These difficulties probably account in a 
large measure for her failure to make any decisive move. There 
are numerous signs, however, of persistent and formidable 
American naval and air efforts to overcome these difficulties. 
The American navy has had imprecedented sums spent upon it, 
and the American air force, which is considered by many experts 
to be the most formidable in the world, is continuously expanded. 
It may weU be that, w'hen these preparations have reached a 
certain degi'ee of perfection, we may see a remarkable alteration 
in the world situation. The United States may leave the category 
of satisfied, relatively pacific, capitalist empires and enter the 
ranks of the hungiy and aggressive. ^ 

We must conclude that the present behaviour of the six 
capitalist empires is readily explicable on the basic hypothesis 
which we are pursuing, and is inexplicable on any other. The 
contemporary world presents, however, a still more interesting 
and significant opportunity for testing the truth of this hypo- 
thesis. There exists a non-capitalist community, a community 
which has passed on to a stage beyond capitalism, namely the 
Soviet Union. Docs, or does not, the Soviet Union reveal lay its 
behaviour that it is subject to the same need for markets, and 
for economic expansion in. general, as do the capitalist empires ? 

1 But thete fs a BobsUktitial expeotAtion that the American people, with theii 
stTongly oatt-expanaionist, and in that sense paqifle, tradition iriti genuineiy 
oppose the imperialism Of their capitalists. It could only be by sleight of band, 
and the trickery of prop^anda, t^t the American people eould be got to fight 
in a war of aggression. 
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If it does, then we had better abandon our hypothesis ■without 
more ado; if, on the other hand, it does not, we shall be encour- 
aged to believe that we have discovered the true cause of the 
present behaviour of these empires. 

Now the Soviet Union would, if it were a capitalist power, 
naturally find its place in the hungry and aggressive group 
(and was expected by aU capitalist observers to do so). For the 
Soviet Union lost important and extensive territories by the 
post-war settlement. She lost, besides all Poland, important 
economic outlets in the Baltic, and she failed to gain the main 
prize for which Tsarism fought — an outlet into the Mediter- 
ranean, derived from the possession of Constantinople and the 
Straits. Hence, if she were stiU subject to the pressure to expand 
put upon every capitalist system by its inability to sell its goods 
at home, we should certainly expect to find her desperately 
attempting to recover what she had lost, and ready to join with 
every aggressive power whose interest it was to overturn the 
existing world settlement. Moreover, the productive apparatus 
of the So-viet Union has grown since 1918, when that settlement 
was made, far more rapidly than has that of any other nation, 
Hence, if she were still governed by the necessities of capitalism 
she would most urgently require economic expansion. 

There is, we must fully recognize, one important counter- 
balancing factor. The Soviet Union possesses in Soviet Asia large 
undeveloped areas with the development of which she could, 
even if she were capitalist, help to occupy her industries. But 
we know that this would be insufficient to prevent a capitalist 
Russian government from seeking imperialist expansion. For 
the empty spaces of Siberia existed before 1917, and they did 
not prevent the Tsarist govermnent from being intensely 
imperialistic. As a matter of fact, in the totally new conditions 
created by the existence in Russia of a planned socialist economic 
system, the duty and necessity of developing the industries of the 
Asiatic republics of the Soviet Union have become, in one sense, 
a heavy burden on the So'viet economy. If it were not for this 
duty the standard of life of the peoples of European Russia 
could be more rapidly raised. For the people of European Russia 
would not find the slightest difficulty in sellii^ to, and con- 
suming, themselves the extra supply of consumers’ goods which 
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they could produce with the resources which they now have to 
devote to industrializing Soviet Asia. 

But tins statement itself rests upon our general economic 
hypothesis as to the natme of capitalism and socialism, and so 
cannot be used as a proof of that hypothesis. When we have made 
all allowances for the countci--balancing fact of the existence of 
Soviet Asia, however, is there any doubt that if Russia were stili^ 
under a capitalist regime, she would now be following the 
traditional line of Russian imperialism ? She would bo pressing 
southwards towards the Mediterranean, eastwards towards 
China, southwards again towards India, south-west towards 
the Balkans, and westwards towards her lost Polish and Baltic 
provinces. 

Observers who have no comprehension of the difference which 
a new social and economic system makes to a community’s 
foreign policy have in the past sought to read into the Soviet 
Union’s actual policy some subtle continuation of this tradi- 
tional Tsarist line. They have talked of “ Red imperialism ” and 
expected every year to find the Soviet Union behaving in the 
way in which they knew from experience a capitalist government 
placed in the Soviet’s circumstances would behave. 

But of recent years it has become difficult to pretend that the 
Soviet government is pursuing a policy of imperialist expansion. 
For the facts are exactly contrary. In the West the Soviet gov- 
ernment, far from trying to recover lost provinces, has made a 
series of pacts of non-agression with the new Baltic States. It 
has striven persistently to conclude such a pact with Poland, 
the historic vassal of Russian imperialism. In tire South, far 
from pushing forward the traditional Russian policy of acquir- 
ing Constantinople and the Straits, the Soviets have established 
especially close and cordial relations with Turkey. Indeed, Soviet 
Russian support and her own military prowess are now Turkey’s 
chief assurance that she will be able to retain the Dardanelles and 
the Bosphorus. Towards the Balkans it is clear that the Soviets 
have no expansionist aims. For they have lately established close 
rdations with Roumania, winch lies completely across their 
path towards the South-East; aud they have established these 
relations despite the fact that Roumania holds a large area, 
Bessarabia, which had been for centuries a part of Russia^ 
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But it is in the Far EasL that the incomprehensibly pacific 
natui’e of Russian policy, if Judged on ordinary capitalist 
standards, has been most strikingly developed. The Soviets 
inherited as a legacy from Tsarist imperialism the Manchurian 
railway as the last link in the trans-Siberian system joining the 
Far East to Western Europe. In 1982 Japanese imperialism, as 
part of its inevitable expansion, took Manchuria. Here, then, 
was a typical cause of war. If the Soviet Union had been a 
capitalist empire, it is almost impossible to believe that war 
could have been averted. (And such a wai’ was confidently and 
eagerly awaited by every capitalist observer.^) The imperative 
need* of Japanese imperialism for economic expansion had 
brought it sharp up against the interests of another state. If 
that other state had been itself an expanding capitalist empire, 
subject to the same economic pressures and necessities, a collision 
would have been unavoidable. No capitalist state in the position 
of the Soviet Union would have been willing, or could have 
afforded, to withdraw from Manchuria. Relentless economic 
necessities would have driven it, on the contrary, to press for- 
ward. Nothing could have prevented the clash between the two 
expanding forces. In fact, however, one of the states concerned 
was a socialist community, totally exempt from these pressures. 
Hence it was possible for the Soviet Union to withdraw from 
Manchuria, sell the railway to Japan, and preserve the peace. 

But was not this,' it may be objected, merely a sign of Soviet 
Russia’s weakness ? Would not any capitalist state in the Soviet’s 
condition have done the same thing in order to avoid fighting 
at a disadvantage ? The answer to this is that, if Russia’s sole 
of the railway to Japan had been the result of weakness, of an 
inability to face and fight Japan, she would have lost, not merely 
the Manchurian railway, but Yladivostock and the whole Mari- 
time pfovince as well 1 The truth is that weakness does not, 
and cannot, avert the necessity of fighting from capitalist states. 
For, if they yield in small things, they are invariably driven to 

saM that the lecogoltion of the Soviet Unioa hy the American Govetn- 
mettt in 103S was motivated by a conBdent belief that the Soviets most imme- 
dtaiiely cnga» the Japanese Empire in war, and so fight America's battles for 
her. ]^is mrriier suggested that the subsequent and notable oooUng in tbo Ain<ai- 
oan wveniinent’s attitude to the Soviet Union was in tuxn due to the Soviet's 
left^atto plSy the idle assigned to her. 
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yield ill big until before long they are compelled to yield their 
very existence. In the feroeious internecine struggle of capitalist 
empires a state which begins to make substantial concessions 
Lo its neighbours is rightly assumed to be powerless: for it is 
known that substantial concessions must be fatal to its existence. 
And powerless states ai’c soon not left even their eyes lo weep 
with.i 

The conce.s.sioii of the Manchurian railway to Japan was in 
fact accompanied by the mobilization of formidable Soviet 
forces in the Far East: forces which succeeded in convincing the 
incredulous Japanese that here was a concession of a different 
kind, made not out of vreakness, but out of the unique strength 
of a socialist state, the inner economic stability of which made 
external expansion unnecessary to it.® 

The steadfast, energetic, and um-emitting peace policy of the 
Soviet Union has now become one of the most important factors 
in the world situation. The Soviet Union is able to align herself, 
not v/ith the necessarily aggressive capitalist .states, which like 
Germany were deprived of large possessions, by the last world 
settlement, but with the relatively satisfied states. For, despite 
her losses of territory, the Soviet Union, too, is a satisfied state 
— ^for her innate constitution is such that she needs no expan- 
sion. The hungry and aggressive states cast their eyes both at 
her and at the possessions of their more fortunate capitalist 

1 Small capitalist states, e.g. Portogal, Denmark, Czcclio-Slovakia, exist as 
clients or semi-protectorates of one or other of the great empires. Thus the first 
two of the above states exist under the Britibh and tile third under ihe French 
legis. 

® Those who accuse the Soviet Union of Bed bnpeiialism, hcinn unable to find 
in the Far East any evidence which docs not directly contmdiut their accusation, 
liavc now shifted ttieir field of vision to Ccntial Asu. Wo nre now told that the 
growing inliuence of tho Soviet Union in Sinkinng, Outer Mongolia, and through- 
out Central Asia, is proof of Soviet Imperialism. In fact, tire rmdoubted gromh 
of this inlluence U duo in the mtuu to two factors. First, the rapid economic growth 
of Soviet Central Asia, including, above all, its railway development, of which 
the building of the Tuik-Sib luie, and the double tracking of the Tionsi Siberian, 
are only two examples, has inevitahly come to dominate, and enormously to 
assist, the cconomio life of the peoples of Central Asia outside the Soviet Eastern 
border. Second, the presence in western China of a vigorous rommunist move- 
ment, including several succcsslul communist armies, means that communism la 
taking deeper and derner root in this whole gigantic area. Finally, Ihis area is 
pressed upon from tho North-East hy the invading Japanese imperialists, lienee 
it is very possible that Soviet influence will fmiw in this area and that, if the 
struggle of its people against Japanese imperialism, and the Nankii^ Govamment 
in Eastern China, is successful, parts of this area may become Soviet BepubUcs 
and join the Soviet Union. We shall tiicn bo told, I suppose, that they have been 
annexed by the Soviet Union i 
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neighbours. An inevitable community of interest grows up 
between the relatively satisfied capitalist states, who wish to 
keep the peace because they msh to keep the spoils, and the 
Soviet Union, which wishes to keep the peace because she has 
no need of the spoils. Hence there arise such instruments as 
the present Franco-Soviet pact of mutual assistance. The Soviet 
Union is enabled to break the serried ranks of the capitalist 
powers which have so long opposed her. But the Soviet Union 
is only enabled to pursue this policy because her socialist 
economy, with its ability to sell internally every single good it 
can produce, frees her from any need whatever for imperialist 
expansion. 

We must, then, regard the unique ability of the Soviet Union 
to pursue a genuinely pacific policy as the supreme confirmation 
of that view of the cause of contemporary war which we stated 
in the last chapter. 



CnAPTEB. XXII 


War, Nationalism, and Human Nature 

Those who do not accept the view that modern wars arc caused 
by the economic necessities of capitalism put forward several 
alternative explanations. The recurrence of war is often ascribed, 
for example, to the existence of nationalism. Now the existence 
and the strength, in the contemporary world, of the spirit of 
nationalism are undeniable facts. What part, then, does nation- 
alism play in the origin of modem war ? 

In oi'der to answer this question satisfactorily we must enquire 
what nationalism is ; we must enquire when, how and why this 
important emotional attitude has arisen. Now it is an historical 
commonplace that the rise of nationalism has occurred simul- 
taneously, and has been associated, with the rise of the capitalist 
class. Pre-capitalist Europe was divided into states which had 
little or no relation to the vai’ious nationalities which were then 
just emerging as distinct and self-conscious entities. The feudal 
landowners, lay and ecclesiastical, who formed the ruling class 
had little sense of solidarity with the particular peoples over 
whom they ruled; and they had a considerable sense of solidarity 
with each other. Partly because of this non-national character of 
the old feudal governing class, the nascent capitalist class came 
to represent and to lead their respective peoples or nations. In 
many places the revolutions by which the capitalist class came 
to pow'cr involved the freeing, not only of the native capitalists 
from the native feudalists, hut also the freeing of the nation as 
a whole from foreign domination. For the feudal overlords were, 
as often as not, the representatives of some sprawling feudal 
empii'e, the territories of which bore no relation to national 
boundaries (e.g. the llabsburg Empire). 

Such, for example, was the character of the first of aU success- 
ful capitalist revolutions, the founding of the Dutch Republic 
by the expulsion of the Spanish. Such was the American Revolu- 
tion. Such was the Italian Revolution of the nineteenth century, 
by whidi an independent capitalist Italy arose on the termina- 
tion of the Austrian domination. Of such a character was the 

Is 
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slow and distorted emergence to power of the German capitalists. 
For Germany was only able to become a unified, modern, capi- 
talist state after the power, first of the still semi-feudal Austrian 
Empire, and then of imperial France, had been cleared out of 
the way. Moreover, even when, as in the case of the great French 
Revolution, there was no question of the expulsion of foreign 
feudalists, the capitalist class when it first effected its revolution 
was always in danger of attack from the alarmed feudalists of 
surrounding states. Because of these factors an intensive nation- 
alism inevitably came to be associated with the emergence to 
power of the capitalist class. 

Now the rise of nationalism between, say, 1400 and 1850 was 
a progressive and beneficial event. The capitalist revolutions 
with which the process was associated marked long steps for- 

( ward in the evolution of human society. It was essential that 
the huge, tyrannous, reactionary, stifling feudal empires should 
be broken up in order that the creative energies of the peoples of 
the world should be freed. This is the historical justification of 
that glorification of the nationalistic spirit which the capitalist 
class has everywhere undertaken. 

But this historical justification of nationalism is by no means 
valid in the entirely different conditions of the twentieth century. 
The world no longer consists of young capitalist nation-states 
struggling to be free. On the contrary, many capitalist nations 
have them.selves become empires which hold down more subject 
peoples than ever the feudalists managed to acquire. Nothing 
could be more unjustifiable than to ask men to defend these 
sprawling and heterogeneous empires in the name of patriotism 
and love of country. For the patriotism of a dozen subject 
peoples is perpetually violated by the maintenance of these 
empires. To invoke, for example, the principle and spirit of 
nationalism on behalf of the British Empire seems a mockery 
to the Hindu and the Irishman; and the Moor and the Senegalee 
sing with a double meaning that verse of tlie Marseillaise 
whieh begins: 

Qjnoi ces cohories itran^kes 
Feraient le hi dans nos fagers, 

^Tet so strong is the tradition of nationalism, and so potent 
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are the modern means of preserving and exciting that tradition, 
that nationalist sentiment is frequently and successfully used 
by every capitalist class to reinforce its own position. It cannot 
be denied that the hold of the nationalist spirit over the minds 
of the peoples of Western Europe presents one of the groat 
problems which face these peoples in their task of finding their 
way out of their present plight. But this recognition, both of 
the strength of nationalism and of the way in which the capital- 
ist class can distort, for its own ends, this often generous emo- 
tion, must not make us into nationalists. However strong 
nationalist sentiment may be, it is necessary to explain to the 
peoples of the great empires that their patriotism is being used, 
not to save their own country, but their masters’ profits. The 
immediate denunciation as a traitor to his country of every- 
one who questions the capitalists’ absolute power is evidence 
that what the capitalists are intent that tlie people should 
defend is a country which belongs lock, stock, and barrel to 
them. 

Thus socialists and communists do not question the right of 
men to defend their country; but we do recommend that they 
should first acquire a country to defend. Till then we are bound 
to protest and to struggle against the exploitation of nationalist 
sentiment by the capitalists for their own bMiefit. We must assure 
men that it is neither their duty nor their destiny to be slaugh- 
tered in. the internecine wars made inevitable by the necessity for 
economic expansion of every capitalist empire. Such wars can 
merely settle, and that but temporarily, which of two different 
national groups of capitalists shall have the opportunities of 
expansion necessary to their survival. To tell men, when they die 
in such a cause, that they are dying for their country is a most 
odious deception. 

Contemporary wars ore never wars of national liberation; 
they ore sddom wars of national defence. They are essentially 
wars of imperialist expansion, or, in the case of the possessing 
states, of imperialist retention. The profound national traditions 
of the peoples of the West are, however, used effectivdy by the 
contending capitalists to mobilize their peoples for willing 
sacrifice. Thus the existence of nationalism is certainly an aid to 
those who have to lead the peoples into war in order to maintain 
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themselves as capitalists. But it is certainly not itself the cause 
of war.i 


We may turn to the example of the Soviet Union for proof that 
there is nothing in nationalism, in itself, to cause wars. For it has 
been a deliberate and important part of the policy of the Soviets 
to give the fullest scope and encouragement to the hitherto 
suppressed, and so fervid, nationalisms of the peoples formally 
subject to the Tsarist Empire. The Usbecks, the Tartars, the 
Ukranians, the Karelians, and the men of a dozen other of the 
nations of Eastern Europe or Western Asia, have been actively 
helped to develop a distinctive national culture of their own. 
But this has not resulted in any tendency towards the disruption 
of the Soviet Union, On the contrary, since none of these races 
are exploited, and each is free to develop its cultural life as much 
as it Ukes, the nationalisms of the Soviet Union are compl e- 
mentary, not coi^^tive; they exercise a cent ripetaU nsteajLof 
.a c^gS Sfu^i isfluence. 

For” this side of nationalism, for the aspiration of a suppressed 
people to emancipate itself and to develop its own proper, dis- 
tinctive, cultural life, communists and socialists must show com- 
prehension and respect. Moreover, they can now demonstrate 
from the indubitable evidence of the Soviet Union that the 
abolition of capitalism alone gives every people the practical 
opportunity for such national development. The practical 
support which communists and socialists can thus give to the 
genuine and profound national instincts of the peoples of the 
West is to-day a question of great practical importance.jFor 
capitalist imperialism, in spite of its ceaseless pretensions to the 
^contrary, has, we repeat, become a profoundly anti-national 
force. The liberating r61e which capitalism at one time played, 
canie to a final conclusion in 1918. The break up of the Austro- 
Hungarian Empire was the ultimate achievement of capitalism 

1 It iS tni«, bowever, tliat nationeCist sentiment plays a port in the causation 
of war. For, os we pointed out above, the nationalism which the capitalists them- 
selves promote sometlmea proves unmanageable. It may restrict the possiblUtiea 
of manceuvre which a given capitalist group mi^t wish to explore, if It had not 
to consider the ftensded emotionB which its own propaganda has excited. But 
this Is a secondary efCect consequential upon the basic need for expandon of the 
contending 
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in this respect. By it the Czech, and some of the Slavonic peoples, 
gained their independence. 

But now capitalist imperialism has become a wholly enslaving 
force. For example, an opportunity of survival for the German 
capitalists is presented by the attempt to reconquer these pre- 
cariously freed Slavonic peoples, and this attempt is being 
prepared. Thus the struggle of the smaller peoples of Central and 
Eastern Europe to retain their independence will be one which 
every communist and socialist must support. They will not 
forget, however, to advise these peoples that they can never make 
their national freedom secure, nor achieve their social freedom, 
until they take over their means of production and operate them 
for their own use. But the advisability of doing thus does not 
alter the fact that these peoples need to prevent their re- 
enslavement by German imperialism. The struggle of the smaller, 
and now acutely threatened, nations of Europe, and the struggle 
of the subjected peoples of the other continents, against the 
great, predatory empires, is an important part of the general 
struggle for the abolition of capitalism, and so for relief from its 
torturing W'ars. For the peoples of the great empires, when they 
are asked to fight for their countries, are in fact being asked to 
trample upon the patriotisms of a dozen other races, in order to 
decide whether their masters, or their “ enwnies’ ” masters, shall 
hold these races in subjection. Moreover, the subjeefion of one 
race by another is as injurious for the conquerors as the con- 
quered; the true interests of the British people, for example, are 
identical with those of the Hindus: the emancipation of the 
subject nations from foreign domination will make possible the 
emancipation of the peoples of the great empires from their 
own capitalist rulers as well. 

There is no meaning, then, in so loosely formulated a question 
' as whether nationalism is good or bad. We must always demand 
, that such abstract enquiries descend to historical particulars. 
We shall be ready to say without hesitation that the emancipa- 
> tion of the nations from the feudal empires was good; that the 
I exploitation of nationalist sentiment on behalf of the great 
\ capitalist empires of to-day is bad : that the struggles of the small 
lindependent,-and striving subject, peoples of tJie world against 
mese empires are good. 
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The last cause to be adduced for the occurrence of war by 
those who do not accept its economic causation is the most 
general. We are told that wars occur, not because of the need of 
the capitalist empires for economic expansion, nor because of 
the existence of nationalist sentiments amongst the population, 
but because of “ human nature.” This argument is now advanced 
both by some of the simplest and by some of the subtlest of 
those who express opinions on this subject. 

The innate combativeness of man is a favourite theme of those 
whose way of life and professional interests are bound up with 
the waging of war. The military and naval officer (more 
especially, perhaps, the retired military and naval officer) fre- 
quently elaborates this view. Reflection will suggest, however, that 
this is a proposition of so general a character as to contain little or 
no significance. It is perfectly true that men, in common with 
the other large, carnivorous animals, axe combative. It is true that 
for both men and animals combativeness and courage have liad, 
and still have, a high survival value. But then so much else is also 
true of human and animal nature, and of the parts of that nature 
which have survival value. Men and the larger, stronger animals 
are lazy, timid, erotic, inquisitive and greedy as well as com- 
bative. And each of these qualities had or has survival value. 

The same type of consideration applies to tlie argument that 
our alleged present combativeness is a necessary survival from 
our relatively recent state of savagery. On this point the evidence 
of anthropology could hardly be more conflicting. Some savages 
are extremely combative. Others are extremely pacifle. As an- 
thropological research proceeds, almost every conceivable kind 
of human nature is discovered to exist or to have existed. It 
? seems that human nature is incomparably more variable than we 
had supposed. The types of conduct which different men in the 
same circumstances, and the same men in different circum- 
stances, exhibit seem inexhaustible in number and variety. It 
is hard io attach much importance to a view which bases itself 
upon the existence of one particular, fixed “ human nature,” 
which will in all circumstances produce a particular result. 

In recent years, however, a far more elaborate argument, 
seeking to demonstrate that modem war is caused by the ixmate 
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nature of man, has been adduced. Some psychologists of the 
psycho-analytical school contend that the effective cause of war 
is to be found in men’s innate, but unconscious, aggression. A 
leading British psycho-analyst. Dr. Glover, has given us the 
clearest available statement of this view in his essay. War, 
Sadism, and Pacifism. He believes that all men possess an 
unsuspected fund of repressed, and wholly unconscious, aggres- 
sive impulses. Some of us control our repressed aggression fairly 
well, but there are other types who, for reasons connected with 
an unconscious fear of their o^vn inferiority or impotence, are 
liable to develop an extraordinary and irrational degree of ag- 
gression if they get the opportunity. War, which has been aptly 
called “ legalized murder,” clearly provides them with the sanc- 
tion of society for the liberation of such ill-repressed aggression. 

Hence, Dr. Glover believes that this type of men (and women) 
have a strong, unconscious urge towards war for its own sake. 
Dr. Glover considers that great danger of war arises if and when 
an individual of this type occupies an important government 
position, such as Foreign Secretary or Prime Minister. And, as he 
believes that this type is numerous, he considers that he has 
adduced a sufficient cause of war. 

Dr. Ernest Jones, another leading figure of the British psycho- 
analytical school, has applied this general point of view to certain 
historical incidents. In a recent lecture (as yet unpublished, so 
far as I am aware) he referred to the Fashoda incident. This 
incident occurred in 1808 during the aforementioned grab for 
Africa.” At the oasis of Fashoda a party of French imperialists 
under General Marchand, pushing eastwards from French 
Tunisia, encountered a party of British imperialists pushing 
westwards across the Sudan. Both parties claimed tlm part of 
the continent for their countries. France and Britain were 
brought to the verge of war. But in the event a treaty was 
negotiated by which France received the larger area, which 
consisted predominantly of desert, while Great Britain retained 
smaller but much more fertile domains. 

Dr, Jones enq\iired how it was that in this sharp conflict of 
interest tdie British and French Empires yet managed to avoid 
war. The main emphasis of his explanAtion was laid upon the 
character of the British Prime Minister of the day, the late Lord 
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Salisbury. Lord Salisbury was, Dr. Jones considers, an emi- 
nently well-adjusted man, conspicuously free from repressed, 
unconscious impulses to aggression arising from feelings of 
inferiority or unconscious fear of impotence. Thus Lord Salisbury 
■was enabled to follow a cool, reasonable line of diplomatic policy, 
and war was avoided. 

It is instructive to compare this view of the Fashoda incident 
with the -view of it which follows naturally from the socialist and 
communist theory of the economic causation of war. We notice 
that while the psycho-analyst puts the main emphasis on the 
character of Lord Salisbury, the communist and socialist wiU put 
' it upon the size of Africa. We believe that Britain and France 
were just able to avoid war during “ the grab for Africa ” 
because, after all, there was so much to grab, and because there 
were as yet only two important grabbers in the field. ^ The one 
school of thought puts its emphasis upon a subjective, the other 
upon an objective, factor. And this difference is of great practical 
importance. For, while finding it unnecessary to deny that Lord 
Salisbmy was a cool and able imperialist, we are sure that, even 
if he had been still a hundred times cooler and abler, he could not 
have averted war if the favourable objective factors of a large 
divisible prize and only two disputants had been absent. 

We may appreciate the great importance of the difference 
between the two explanations by noticing the view which their 
respective acceptance will incline us to take of the cause of the 
great war of 1914, and of the greater war which menaces us 
to-day. The psycho-analyst will naturally suppose that the 
question of whether a type of man similar to Lord Salisbury was 
in power in 1914, and is in power to-day, was and is of great 
importance. He ■wiU suppose that the British statesmen who 
became involved in war in 1914, and the statesmen who may 
become involved in wax to-morrow, were, or are, inferior in 
psychological stability to Lord Salisbury. We, on the other hand, 
while not finding it necessary to deny that Sir Edward Grey and 
Mr. Asquith may (or may not, tiie point is arguable) have been 

^ At the Bometlme, the appearance jiut at that moment (isa8)]n the imperialist 
arena of a third and most formidable grabber, in the shape of the then rapidly 
rising Qetman imperialism, was on tins occasion an influence driving the two 
older, and IndividuoUy weaker, imperialisms of France and Britain to sink their 
diSerenee for mutual defenoe ogaiiut the newcomer. 
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less cool and able in 1D14 than Lord Salisbuiy was in 1898, will 
not admit for an instant that the presumed inferiority of these 
later statesmen was a significant cause of the Great War, 

The Great War was caused by the increasing exhaustion of 
the opportunities for economic expansion open to the capitalist 
empires, and the increasing number, power, and need for 
expansion of these empires. The calibre of the individuals 
holding high office may have an effect on the moment of out- 
break of any given war. If these individuals are of an inferior 
and unstable type, if they suffer from repressed aggression, 
they may well precipitate war before it is theoretically inevit- 
able. But that is all. Reincarnate Lord Salisbury in 1914, or, 
still more, in 1986, and he would be confronted by a situation 
in which there was no possibility of achieving such peaceful 
solutions as he achieved up tiU the turn of the century. (Inci- 
dentally, were not Air, Asquith and Lord Salisbury men of a 
very similar, and about equally stable, psychological type — and 
is not Mr. Baldwin also a man of this type ?) 

The psycho-analytic view of the causation of war overlooks 
^factors of such primary and widely recognized importance, 
that, as it is at present presented to us, we must characterize it 
as false. Moreover, it is disastrously false, for its adoption would 
blind men to the real, effective cause of war, namely the 
capitalist system of production for profit. That cause can be 
eradicated. And unless it is eradicated it will cause wars in 
which all of us, the wcU-adjusted and the neurotic, the analyst 
and his patients, shah be destroyed. 

The question of whether or not our minds do contain imcon- 
scious and repressed impulses of. the sort described by Drs. 
Jones and Glover is largely, though no doubt not wholly, 
irrelevant to the question of the causation of modem war. I, 
personally, happen to believe that our minds do contain these 
impulses, and that these are the impulses which are appealed 
to by the war propaganda carried on by every capitalist class. 
But that these impulses are dominant, in the sense that they 
would cause international wars in the absence of the objective 
economic factors which we have analysed above, I do not for 
one moment believe. We cannot, no doubt, have perfect proof 
on the point until these objective factors are removed. But 
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already we have a good deal of evidence. For example, it is 
necessary to conscript the population of modern states in order 
to get them to engage in war, and to threaten them with death 
if they refuse. But why should this be necessary if their repressed 
aggressions were dominating their whole psychology? Surely 
the evidence of the actions and propaganda which are under- 
taken by capitalist governments in war time points to the con- 
clusion that, while aggressive impulses, upon which such propa- 
ganda can play, do exist, they are only occasionally and tem- 
porarily dominant and are quickly replaced by other powerful 
impulses, such as those of seK-preservation, fear, and, ultimately, 
by positive impulses towards an attitude of fraternization (i.e. 
love instead of hate) with the enemy ? 

On the other hand, we have, in the specific character of 
capitalist production for profit, with its need for economic 
expansion as an absolute condition of its further existence, an 
entirely sufficient cause of modem war. Hence, it is contradictory 
to the primary principles of logical enquiry to seek for other 
and more elaborate hypotheses as to the cause of war. It would 
have been necessary to Dr. Glover, in order to establish a real 
coimection between our repressed aggressions and the causa- 
tion of modern war, to have first advanced grounds for believ- 
ing that the economic causes of war were ineffective or 
insufficient. But Dr. Glover made no attempt to do this. On the 
contrary, it is clear from his essay that he has never heard of 
the economic causes of war. Like most British intellectuals, 
his semi-explicit hypothesis is that the present economic system 
is perfectly compatible with peace. Ho has no inkling that 
there are any serious grounds for supposing that communi- 
ties of perfectly adjusted angels could not keep the peace 
if it were stipulated that they had to maintain the existing 
world of rival systems of private production for profit. 

It is deeply to be regretted that Dr. Glover was, when he 
wrote his essay, unacqpaiated with communist and socialist 
tholight on this subjeef^For individual and neurotic maladjust- 
ments play a part, not indeed ip causing war, but in making 
it possible to force the mass of the population to go and fight 
their masters’ battles for them. This, in my view, is a fruit- 
ful field of enquiry. But to attribute to the maladjustments of 
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individuals (themselves to an unknown but certainly very 
considerable extent created by present-day society) a primary 
importance in causing war is to overlook a mountain of over- 
whelmingly convincing evidence of the objective inevitability 
of war between competing capitalist empires. 

When capitalist production for profit, which must in theory 
cause, and is visibly in practice causing, ever-recurrent inter- 
imperialist WOTS, has been abolished, we shall be able usefully 
to approach the important question of whether or not there 
exist other causes of war which might in themselves be 
dangerous. Personally, I believe that we shall find that our 
habitual nationalism, and our unconscious aggressions, while 
they will undoubtedly continue to exist for a very long time, 
will be manageable. They may cause friction and difficulty 
between various more or less separately organized communities; 
but that they will be sufficiently potent to drive men to the 
extreme and hazardous course of international war is hard to 
believe. What we shall probably find is that these impulses, 
which are to-day made use of for the purposes of international 
war, whilst not ceasing to exist, will, in a different social environ- 
ment, find new forms of expression. No one has laid more 
emphasis on the variety of the forms of expression which a 
repressed impulse may take than have the analysts. The sub- 
limation of impulses which to-day find one of their modes of ex- 
pression in war can be confidently expected ; we may deduce the 
character which these sublimationa will take from sublimations 
which abeady exist. Competitive games of an athletic and prefer- 
ably violent character are, undoubtedly, the characteristic 
British and American sublimation of repressed aggressive im- 
pulses. It would no doubt be over-optimistic to suppose that all 
these impulses can be diverted into this harmless and delightful 
channel. But that they can, and will, find adequate channels of 
expression (of which the principal one will no doubt be the struggle 
with nature), other than the fatal channel of iutemational war, 
seems clear. 

These, then, are the grounds of the assertion that socialism, 
and nothing but socialism, ^ can prevent a new and endless 

And, of comae, commoiusm itself; but socialism is the only immediately 
available altemative to capitalism. 
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series of world-wide wars. No one, surely, will be so mad as to 
deny that, if this claim can be proved, it is in itself sufficient 
to demonstrate the necessity of abolishing capitalism and 
building up for ourselves a socialist system of production for 
use ? For, in all soberness, can we deny that modern war pro- ^ 
mises to be the ultimate evil? We do not, and cannot, know 
what the next war will be like. But we catch some inkling of 
its probable character from the type of preparations for it 
which our governments require us to make. Behind the quietly 
written paragraphs of the instructions for air raid drill 
with which we are being provided, we cannot fail to catch a 
glimpse of masked figures crouching and stifling in their cellars, 
while London, Paris, Berlin, and New York burn and crumble 
and crash above them. 

Such, it is submitted, must be the final consequences of 
maintaining the capitalist system. In these three chapters the 
grounds for this assertion have been slated rather than demon- 
strated. Yet the issue is of our life or of our death. Would it not 
be well, then, closely to examine the full analysis of the ultimate 
consequences of capitalism, lest it be true, and we in rejecting 
it are destroyed ? 



Part III 

SOCIALISM AND THE WORKING CLASS 




Chapteb. XXIII 
The Birth of an Idea 

The idea of a new and better form of human society beyond 
capitalism is as old as capitalism itself. Moreover, the history 
of capitalism has been marked by a series of revolts against the 
conditions of life which capitalism has produced for the greater 
part of the population. Hence, an essential part of such a book 
as this must be to survey, however briefly, the intertwined 
development of the idea of socialism and the revolt against 
capitalism. For without such a survey the description of a new 
economic and political system given in the first two parts would 
remain thin, doctrinaire, and academic; it must be clothed in 
the flesh and blood of human experience. 

The idea of a socialist or communist form of society was 
born at the very moment of the birth of capitalism, and of 
capitalism’s shadow, a property-less working class. Capitalism 
and the working class first appeared at the end of the Middle 
Ages, when the old feudal relationships began to loosen and 
disintegrate. In England they began to be visible about 
the middle of the Mteenth century. And this is what they 
looked like to a contemporary observer : 

“ the husbandmen be thrust out of their own, or else either 
by cunning and fraud, or by violent oppression they be put 
besides it, or by wrongs and injuries they be so wearied, that 
they be compelled to sell all ; by one means therefore or by 
othfu, either by hook or crook, they must needs depart away, 
poor, silly, wretched souls, men, women, husbands, wives, 
fatherless children, widows, woeful mothers, with their 
young babes, and their whole household small in substance 
and much in number, as husbandry req^uireth many hands. 
Away they trudge, I say, out of their known and accustomed 
houses, finding no place to rest in. All their household stuff, 
which is very little worth, though it might well abide the 
sale : yet being suddenly thrust out, they be cotnstrained to 
sell it for a thing of nought. And when they have wandered 
abroad till that be spent, what can they then else do but 
steal, and then justly paidy be hanged, or dse go about a 
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begging. And yet then also they be cast in prison as 
vagabonds.” 

This description of the formation of the first property-less 
working class which England had ever known is from Sir Thomas 
More’s Utopia, and follows immediately the famous passage in 
which More makes his character, the Portuguese mariner, 
Raphael Hythloday, explain to Cardinal Morton, one of the 
last great Catholic Archbishops of Canterbury, why there is so 
much stealing in England : 

“ But yet this is not only the necessary cause of stealing. 
There is another, which, as I suppose, is proper and peculiar 
to you Englishm en alone. What is that, quoth the Cardinal ? 
Forsooth my lord (quoth I) your sheep that were wont to be so 
meek and tame, and so small eaters, now, as I hear say, be 
become so great devourers and so wild, that they eat up, and 
swallow down the very men themselves. They consume, 
destroy, and devour whole fields, houses, and cities. For look in 
what parts of the realm doth grow the finest and therefore 
dearest wool, there noblemen and gentlemen, yea and certain 
abbots, holy men no doubt, not contenting themselves with 
the yearly revenues and profits that were wont to grow to 
their forefathers and predecessors of their lands, nor being 
content that they live in rest and pleasure nothing profiting, 
yea much annoying the weal public, leave no ground for tillage, 
they inclose all into pastures; they throw down houses; they 
pluck down towns, and leave nothing standing, but only the 
church to be made a sheep-house.” 

These passages reveal the degree to which the apperceptive 
genius of More had comprehended the nature of the extraordi- 
nary social change which was going on around him. He realized 
perfectly that the peasants (end they had been Chaucer’s 
peasants) were being thrown into destitution because the use of 
the land was being denied them by the lords, lay and eccle- 
siastical, These lords had up till then been no more than the 
general overlords of the land, enjoying a feudal tribute or a 
fixed rent -from the peasants, but no more. But now they 
claimed to be the direct owners of the land — ^to be landlords or 
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land-owners in the modern sense — ^able to turn oft the peasants, 
become mere tenants-at-will, and to use the land for theii" own 
purposes. And their purposes were to turn the land intoshcepruns 
under the care of a few shepherds working for fixed money 
wages. For the raising of wool had become by far the most 
profitable use to which the land of England could be put. The 
temptation of profit had floated before the eyes of the lords and 
abbots (“holy men, no doubt”) who up till then had simply lived 
well off the feudal dues paid to them by the peasant husband- 
men, but had had no thought of accumulating a money profit — 
of becoming capitalists. But now it had become apparent to 
them that they had only to “ inclose all into pastures,” turn off 
the husbandmen, replace them by sheep, and wealth would be 
theirs. “ Therefore,” More continues, “ that one covetous and 
insatiable cormorant and very plague of his native coxmtry may 
compass all together within one pale or hedge.” 

The enormous process of the enclosure of the land of England 
had begun. Hitherto it had been tilled on the basis of production 
for use 5 now it was to be tilled on the basis of production for 
profit. This process began before 1500 and was not finally com- 
pleted until about 1850. It was the true and indispensable 
'parent of British capitalism. This was the process by which 
feudal society split up into the capitalist and working 
classes. The clear and sensitive mind of Thomas More saw 
and understood the frightful consequences for the mass of 
the population of their exclusion from independent access to 
the means of production for the purpose of this transformation 
from production for use to production for profit. The horror, 
which More felt at the sights and sounds of the process, engen- 
dered in his brilliant, quick-footed imagination the dream of a 
society in which such things should not be : of a society in which 
the land and all other means of production should be the common 
property of the whole people.^ The appearance of property-less 

1 The piophelib genius of More consists in the fact that the sights and sounds 
of the early enclosures did not tuidse him desire to restore the Individual owner- 
ship of land to the Enslbh peasants, lie somehow grasped the fact that this 
system was inevitably doom^. Ihus he escaped that futile, If often eloquent, 
advocacy of the return to individual peosant pro])rielorship which has occupied 
so many ^glishmeo from John Ball, to Cobbetl, to the Chartist leaders, and 
io, In our own day, Mr. Belloc and Mr. Chesterton. Mote wanted to go forward 
beyond capitalism, not backward to pre-oaEiitalist conditions. Few of his co- 
religionists i^ve ever again seen so fhr. 



274 SOCIALISM AND THE WORKING CLASS 


masses, bereft of all access to the means of production, could 
alone have engendered such a conception. So long as the 
population consisted predominantly of peasants, owning or, at 
any rate, using their land to grow their own food, the very idea 
of the abolition of private property in the means of production 
could not arise. And even in 1616 (the date of the first publica- 
tion of the Utopia) the idea of abolishing all private ownership of 
the means of production, as the only effective way of restoring 
the entire population’s access to these means, could arise as no 
more than a dream; for it was the dream of a society designed 
for the benefit of the working class. And the immediate future 
belonged, not to the embryonic working class, but to the emer- 
gent capitalist class. For four long centuries the capitalists were 
to inherit the earth — iot only so could the economic and technical 
progress necessary to the realization of More’s dream be achieved. 
But how ominous was it that at the very moment of the birth of 
capitalism, when the capitalist class had only just begun to 
fulfil its historical function, the idea of a society which should 
need this class no longer should be conceived in the mind of a 
man. 

During the whole four centuries of the emergence, the struggle 
for power, and then the dominance of the capitalist class, that 
conception of a possible world beyond capitalism was never to 
be wholly extinguished. At every critical junctm’e, at every 
moment when the developing necessities of capitalism imposed 
especially heavy burdens upon the working population, the 
dream of a world beyond capitalism was redreamt. And not only 
was the dream redreamt; at each succeeding crisis of capitalism, 
as at its painful birth, a movement of the revolt of the dis- 
possessed was spontaneously generated. 

For, as More saw so vividly, capitalist private property in the 
means of production could only be established by the con- 
fiscation of the scattered, small-scale means of production 
hitherto belonging to the mass of the population. For you cannot 
use any given means of production simultaneously for the two 
purposes of production for use and production for profit. The 
land of England, for example, could not be used for the pro- 
duction, of a profit, mitil and unless it was taken from the 
peasants, who were using it to produce food. In the same way, 
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the production of clothes, tools, and luxuries could not be 
organised upon a profit-making basis until and unless the exist- 
ing system of production was abolished. For under the then 
existing system of production these goods were made for 
use, by small masters, emplo 3 dng an apprentice or so, and 
organized in self-governing guilds, thfc ordinances of which were 
expressly designed to prevent the accumulation of considerable 
profit. The property of the guild members in the means of pro- 
duction of their trade had to be directly or indirectly confiscated 
if the new, large-scale masters were ever to get a start. * 

At first the reaction of those classes of the community who 
were thus dispossessed of their property was feeble and, above 
all, blind. There was no apparent connection between such dis- 
persed efforts at resistance as they made and the dream of 
socialism. But gradually the revolt has become stronger and the 
dream more precise, xmtil at length the revolt and the dream have 
become linked; the workers have become increasingly conscious 
of the kind of society which they would establish if and when 
their revolt succeeded, and the dreamers have come to realize 
that apart from the workers they can only dream. They have 
begun to understajid that the social dynamic of the workers* 
spontaneous resistance to their lot under capitalism can alone 
make their word flesh. In so doing they have ceased to be 
dreamers and become the first social scientists that the world has 
yet known. 

But the process has not been a short one. It was four centuries 
and one year after the publication of Thomas More’s book that 
the revolt of the dispossessed became so strong, and the knowledge 
of the necessary method and purpose of that revolt so clear, that 
the two could perfectly fuse. In October 1817 the capitalists of 

1 Maiz, in the famous pcroratloa of Capital, when he Bpeaks of “ the expro- 
pitetors belns exproptlated," is referrine to the historical fact that the private 
property of the capltaliats had neccsearify been buQt np by the erodual destme- 
tlon of the much more diffused private property of the mass of the population 
in simpler means of production. The poeenge is often found puzzling to-day 
becauae the memory that there vroe a time when private property in the means 
of production was Bcneial throughout the population, is in Britain almost extinct. 
And naturally the historians of the capital^ give us no bint that the property 
of their (dasB ia built upon expropriation. (Some acoount, attbough IHtle compre- 
hension, of the process may be found, however, in the works of the Catbolio 
historians snob as Mr. Hilaire Bellou, for they have suffldent grudge against the 
Protestant ttniitfon of SingtiBb capiCaUsm to wash some of the dirty linen of their 
doss in publio.) 
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one-sixth of the world were dispossessed and for the first time in 
all history the way was opened for the building up of a socialist 
commuiiity. 

It has taken four hundred years for men to discover what are 
the conditions necessary to the establishment first of socialism 
and then of communism. This was what proved difficult. For 
the conception of the ultimate goal — of communism itseK — ^was 
clear enough from the outset. ^ More knew as well as Lenin all 
that either of them, or anyone else, can know of the general out- 
line of the fully developed communist society to which mankind 
shall some day attain. But it took centuries of combined historical 
experience and technical achievement to discover the stages 
through which mankind had to pass on the way to that goal. 

Already in 1616 Thomas More knew well enough that common 
ownership of the means of production is the one great condition 
precedent to any effective alteration of society to the advantage 
of property-less workers. Private property, he declares, is at the 
root of all social evil. But he has not yet distinguished between 
private property in the means of production and private prop- 
erty in consumable goods. Hence his Dtopia has necessarily to 
be organized upon the basis of full communism. In the island of 
Utopia there are great communal storehouses into which all 
products flow and out of which every citizen can take what he 
needs. His Utopia is organized upon the basis of “ to each ac- 
cording to his needs, from each according to his abilities.” 
The possibility of an intermediate stage such as socialism, in 
which the means of production, which in the sixteenth century 
meant essentially the land, should be held in common, but in 
which the products themselves should pass into private hands in 
proportion to the work don6, could not have occurred to More. 
For one of the essential conditions of such a society is the de- 
velopment of large-scale industry. Until such a development has 
taken place such a society cannot even he imagined. All this 
makes More’s conception remote and, in a sense, fanciful. 

1 It IS, of ooozse, more or less arbitrory to take More’s Utopia as the first con- 
ception ofeommunism. Buttheideal states ofantiqulty, snob as In Plato’s Itepiiblic, 
liaye no connection with, the strug^e against capitaltem, of the dispossessed part 
of the population, wMcb Mote’s book definitely has. For both were gwerated 
by the same great event — the beginning of the enclosnre of the land pf^gland. 
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But yet what remarkable insight into the nature of social and 
economic forces his book contains ! For example, More had 
realized the evils of insecurity and instability which must arise 
(as we saw in Chapter XVII) from the establishment of the 
division of labour, even while the accumulation of profit is still 
so small that capitalism itself has not appeared. For the inhabi- 
tants of these pre-capitalist, but commodity producing, societies, 
must satisfy their needs by exchanges mediated by money: and 
with the institution of money and the market they lose control 
of then* economic life. 

“ Yea poverty itself, which only seemed to lack money, if 
money were gone, it also w'ould decrease and vanish away. 
And that you may perceive this more plainly, consider with 
yourselves some barren and unfruitful year, wherein many 
thousands of people have starved for hunger. I dare be bold to 
say, that in the end of that penury so much corn or grain 
nught have been found in the rich men’s barns, if they had 
been searched, as being divided among them whom famine and 
pestilence then consumed, no man at all should have felt that 
plague and penury. So easily might men get their living, if 
that same worthy princess, lady money, did not alone stop up 
the way between us and our living, which a God’s name was 
very excellently devised and invented, that by her the way 
thereto should be opened.” 

The continuity of communist and socialist thought, from its 
germ in More’s Utopia, to its full maturity in the theory and 
practice of Lenin, is very extraordinary. To take an example. 
As we saw in the case of the Attic peasants, money, in all un- 
planned societies, must inevitably become a tyrant — ^to be cajoled 
and fawned upon, entreated and desired, but also to be feared and 
hated. So More makes his Utopians revenge him upon money — 
“ of gold and silver they make chamber pots, and other vessels 
that serve for most vile uses — thus by all means possible they 
procure to have gold and silver among them in reproach and 
infamy.” Lenin, echoing More, suggested that in a communist 
world gold might be used as a pleasant material for lavatory 
seats. More, however, knew as well as Lenin that gold would 
have to be used by a communist or socialist community in a 
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non-oommunist world for foreign trade, and actually makes his 
Utopians so use it. 

There are other remarkable passages in the Utopia which 
show the extent to which More had thought out some of the 
Implications of a classless society. For they describe practices 
which are actually developing in the Soviet Union to-day. The 
Utopians fought their wars largely by means of propaganda 
against the rulers of enemy states, conducted amongst the 
population of these states. More, in other words, had realized 
the great strength of a homogeneous, classless society when at 
war with a society based on class domination. For only a class- 
less society dares to use the weapon of revolutionary propaganda 
against the rulers of the opposing state. Again, More, as a lawyer, 
was shocked by the barbarity of the civil code of his time. Hence, 
he makes the principal form of punishment in his Utopia the 
deprivation of civil rights. A man who had committed a crime 
was not killed or locked up, but was forced to work as a “ bonds- 
man ” for a definite period, imtil by good conduct he might 
regain his freedom. We have a development of this system in the 
Soviet Union to-day, where punishment consists in the re- 
training of the individual by constructive work, either in an 
institution or in the outside world, but with a loss of civil rights. 
How striking it is that More foresaw that in a classless society, 
based on common ownership, where there is no question of one 
man’s work competing with another’s, this solution of the 
question of punishment (for it is little less) would become possible. 


Socialism was to remain an idea for four hundred years after 
the publication of More’s Utopia. But it was a developing idea. 
It developed as the working class developed, and as the crises 
in the development of capitalism put pressure upon that class. 
The next great crisis in the development of the British capitalist 
class occurred in the seventeenth century. The English civil 
war of 1640 to 1660 again brought every social issue out into the 
open. And once again the intolerable pressure of the crisis upon 
tbe lowest class of society made a man qonceive of the idea of 
socialism or communism. And at this second appearance the 
idea had come appreciably near^ to the revolt. 
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The man was Gerraid Winstanley, the “ Digger,” or 
“ Leveller,” and the book in which he described his proposed 
communist community was called The Law of Freedom. 
Winstanley’s community is to have the same basic economic 
system as More’s Utopia. All products are to be taken to com- 
munal storehouses, and all citizens are to draw what they will 
from the storehouses, “ without buying or selling.” Winstanley 
goes on to describe a community of the same general pattern 
as that of More’s Utopia (which he may have read), although 
with considerably less fuUness and precision of detail. 

But the particular details of these ideal systems are of little 
importance. Moreover, any inferiority of description in Win- 
stanley is more than compensated for by an immense gain in 
actuality. More placed his Utopia in the undiscovered Southern 
Hemisphere; Winstanley put his at St. George’s HiU, Weybridge, 
Surrey. While More knew that he was telling an allegory, 
Winstanley believed that he was drafting the laws for a state of 
society wMch should, and well might, be immediately inaugu- 
rated in England. The act of revolt had come a step closer to the 
still vaguely conceived objective. Indeed, in Winstanley’s case, 
the act preceded the dream. Winstanley was a digger before he 
was a writer. He only took up his pen to describe what he con- 
sidered England ought to be, when the spades with which be and 
his friends were seeking actually to remodel her were struck 
from their hands. 

The Digger movement, ^ of which Winstanley was the leader, 
arose on the morrow of Parliament’s final victory over what 
Winstanley calls “ the kingly power.” The Diggers arose to 
assert their interpretation of the “ freedom ” which Parliament 
had won. Por that freedom meant one thing to one man and 
another thing to another man. To the squires in Parliament it 
had originally meant freedom from arbitxaxy taxation, and had 
come to mean freedom to rule: to many men in the middle of 
English society, to shopkeepers, traders, farmers, and the like, 

^ Not to be confused witb the Leveller movement {alUiough they ireie often 
confiis^ at the time). The LeveUeis, ossocaated idth the names of Colonels 
lilbume and Balnborow, were the extreme left vruig of the Neir hhsdel Army. 
The Digsexs vrete an independent, spontaneous movement of dispossessed peasants 

and ar^ans. 
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it meant religious freedom, freedom to worship as they wished. 
But to Winstanley and his friends, poor men, men ruined in the 
wars, or never having had enough to be ruined, freedom meant 
something different. It meant nothing more nor less than freedom 
to dig: freedom to dig the common lands of England; it meant 
that freedom which the heartrending procession of their peasant 
ancestors had lost a hundred and twenty years earlier. 

Freedom to dig the common lands of England: that was what 
Winstanley asked: no more and no less. And he put the matter 
to the touch. On April 16th, 1649, one month after the execution 
of Charles, the Council of State, then the sovereign body for aU 
England, received a letter from a Mr. Henry Sanders of Walton- 
upon-Thames which began as follows: 

. “ Informeth, that on Sunday was sennight last, there was 
one Bverard, once of the army but was cashiered, who termeth 
himself a prophet, one Stewer and Colton, and two more, all 
living at Cobham, came to St. George’s Hill in Surrey, and 
began to dig on that side of the hill next to Campe Close, and 
sowed the ground with parsnips, carrots, and beans.” 

The Diggers had begun to dig. To Winstanley and his followers 
their position seemed perfectly dear. A heavy civil war had just 
been fought in which the mass of the population, under the 
leadership of some of the squires, had finally defeated, dethroned, 
and executed the King. For what purpose had the civil war been 
fought ? It had been fought, said Winstanley, in order that the 
people of England might resume those rights of which they had 
been gradually deprived by the usmpations of successive genera- 
tions of the privileged classes: and, above all, of the right to live 
by tilling the land. 

But Winstanley was a man of peace. He did not propose to 
take back into common possession that two-thirds of the land 
of England which had, it was estimated (I do not know with 
what accuracy) already been enclosed as private property. He 
proposed to dig only that one-third which was stiU common 
land, but over which the lords of the manors, and certain 
privileged freeholders and copyholders, had now acquired 
exclusive rights of grazing and the like. 

The new rulers of England lliought differently. They were no 
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mean social theorists themselves (we know that from the record 
of their debates on the franchise). They knew that if Winstanley 
and his friends were allowed to dig the common lands the thing 
would not stop there. They would very soon claim the right to 
hold all land in common and cultivate all for the common stock, 
(They had only to turn to Winstanley’s writings to discover that 
this was indeed the ultimate purpose of the Diggers.) And where 
then would he the gentry, whether cavalier or Parliament man ? 
They took no notice of Winstanley’s protestations that he did 
not mean to touch private, enclosed land, and ordered their 
General, Lord Fairfax, to send a troop of horse to turn the 
Diggers off the common. 

Winstanley’s major work, The Law of Freedom in a Plat- 
form: or True Magisirade Iteatored, was WTitteii after the 
Diggers had been finally harried off St. George’s Hill by the 
magistrate’s coiurt, sitting at Kingston.^ The Law of Freedom 
has an elegiac note; its author seems to know that the tide is 
ruiming against Mm. He writes as one wishing to have Ms full 
say tMs once before he dies, to go on record for the truth 
as he sees it. For the Diggers of St. George’s HiH had not 
found imitators. I suppose that the memory of an effective 
possession of the land had already become dim in the minds of 
the English poor, or else a nation-wide movement for the 
reoccupation of the common land might well have led to a 
formidable English Jacquerrie. The Surrey Diggers were, it is 
true, feebly imitated by the poor of the town of Wellingborough 
in Northamptonshire, but in spite of the fact that they sent 
missionaries to the smrounding counties, that was all. Long 
before the Restoration the movement had disappeared. It left 
only Winstanley’s beautiful and neglected little book as its 
monument, the second communist fantasy to be bom of the 
land hunger and miseiy of the dispossessed English peasants, 

Winstanley lacked •^e polish and elegance of the scholarly 
More, but he was at least as eloquent a -writer and was in many 
respects a more profound thinker. Winstanley, like every Eng- 
lishman of Ms generation, had approached social and economic 

1 It still sits there, and tries, principally, the motoring oBences of thoss city 
men who have now covered St. Geoige^s Hill with their particularly comfortable 
villas. 
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questions through theology and the Bible. He had abandoned, 
however, by the time that he wrote The Law of Freedom, his 
original mystical, Quakerish views for a magnificently expressed 
materialism. For example, the function of the ministry in his 
ideal commTmity turns out to be simply that of educating the 
population in politics, economics and the natimal sciences. He 
thus anticipates the objection of the sacerdotalists : 

“ ‘ I,’ but saith the zealous but ignorant Professor, ‘ this is 
a low and carnal Ministry indeed; this leads men to know 
nothing but the knowledge of the earth and the secrets of 
nature; but we are to look after spiritual and heavenly things.’ 

“ I answer: ‘ To know the secrets of nature is to know the 
works of God; and to know the works of God within the 
Creation, is to know God himself; for God dwells in every 
visible work or body. Indeed, if you would know spiritual 
things, it is to know how the Spirit or Power of Wisdom and 
Life, causing motion or growth, dwells within and governs 
both the several bodies of the stars and planets in the heavens 
above, and the several bodies of the earth below, as grass, 
plants, fishes, beasts, birds and mankind. For to reach God 
beyond the Creation, or to know what he will be to a man 
after the man is dead, if any other wise than to scatter him 
into his essences of fire, water, earth and air, of which he is 
composed, is a knowledge beyond the line or capacity of 
man to attain to while he lives in his compounded body. . . . 

“ ‘ God manifests Himself in actual Knowledge, not in 
Imagination. He is stiU in motion, either in bodies upon earth 
or in the bodies in the heavens, or in both; in the night and 
in the day, in Winter, in Summer, in cold, in heat, in growth 
or not in growth,’ 

After the publication of The Law of Freedom there is no further 
record either of Winstanley or his movement. Soon the great 
coalition of the noblemen, gentry, and great merchants of 

1 Just as More anticipated some of tiic social legislation of the Soviet Uoion, 
so Winstanley stated the basis of the philosoph^l attitude of any woirkers* 
conwnmtty. (Ampare, for example, the attitude towards science of the Soviet 
Union (as desciihcd, for example, In Sootel Communism .• A Hem (HoilixeAion 9 
hy S. and B. Wehb) with this passage of Winstonley’s, 



THE BIRTH OF AN IDEA 


2S8 


England, temporarily broken up by the civil war, was to be knit 
up again more strongly than ever before. The process by which 
the peasants of England were to be steadily deprived of the 
land, almost to the last acre, was resumed and went on for 
two hundred years more. In such a future Winstanley had no 
place. But it was to be long before any Englishman again at- 
tained to so simple and direct a conception of man’s relation 
to the universe. Winstanley spoke for those workers who, if 
once the paU of ignorance which is imposed upon them can be 
lifted, must be natural materialists. For they live by under- 
standing and controlling the forces of nature. For them know- 
ledge and practice can never be separated, for they do not live, 
as do the savants of aU possessing classes, upon the labours of 
other men: they can never be what Winstanley gloriously called 
the clerical philosophers of his day, “ monsters who are aU 
tongue and no hand.” With Winstanley, materialism, the typical 
and inevitable characteristic of working class thought, pushed 
its way up for a moment through the gap made in the ranks of 
the privileged classes of England by the civil war. Quicldy, and 
of necessity, however, it was submerged again, for the capitalist 
class had yet to come to maturity, and to the fulfilment of its 
mission. 



Chapter XXIV 


Robert Owen and the Communist Colonies 

The next substantial appearance of communist and socialist 
thought, and of ■vvorlcing class activity, inextricably associated 
as before, occurred at the next great crisis in the development 
of capitalism. 

At the end of the eighteenth century it became clear that an 
almost wholly new technique of production had been evolved 
in the preceding fifty years and that this new technique was 
shaldng the existing social structure to its foundations. It was 
discovered that the development of industrial production by 
steam power was incompatible with the still semi-feudal structure 
of society; that this method of production was both endowing 
society with extraordinary wealth, and was creating vast urban 
aggregations of men and women living in conditions of un- 
exampled misery. Finally it was found that this new technique 
of production was everywhere becoming associated with the 
emergence of the capitalists as the exclusive rulers of society. 
In the period from 1770 to 1870 the capitalists achieved their 
paramountcy bU over Western Europe and North America, by 
a series of movements, more or less revolutionary according to 
local circumstances, of which the French Revolution is the type. 

The prophets and thinkers of the capitalists had promised and 
believed that their final conquest of power would produce the 
millennium for everyone. What it did produce was something 
very near heaven for the capitalists, and something very near 
hell for the workers. And hardly had the victory been won than 
three men stepped forward to point out this discrepancy between 
promise and performance. Their names were Saint-Simon, 
Fourier, and Robert Owen. These three great men saw more 
clearly than any of their contemporaries what was the nature 
of the new, fully capitalist, society which had just been created. 
It is true that their proposed remedies for its iUs, which it was 
their immortal service to expose, were all more or less fantastic 
and Utopian. But this was only because at that time thCTe were 
no effective remedies for the evfls which the rule of the capitalists 
was creating. 
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Capitalist production was only now blossoming forth. In a 
novitiate of three hundred years it had existed as one form, and 
that not the most important, of the productive activities carried 
on by society. But now it entered into its heritage : it unceasingly 
pressed forward with its mission, namely to industrialize the 
world, and so to raise a thousand-fold Ihe productive powers of 
man. Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Owen could show that the 
capitalists were only accomplishing this task at the cost of 
inflicting tortures upon the mass of the population worse than 
any which had existed under the feudal monarchies. Whole 
generations of workers became the living fuel with which the 
crude steam engines of early capitalism were stoked. It did not 
matter. Capitalism was launched on its meteoric ascent. Until 
the possibilities of development inherent in the system were 
exhausted, the most that could be done was to mitigate the 
tortures inflicted upon the working population. 

Of the three great Utopian socialists of the dawn of tlie 
industrial era, wc shall select Robert Owen for brief considera- 
tion. For not only is he, on the whole, the most important, but 
his career naturally concerns more closely the fortunes of the 
British and American workers. Moreover, it is above aU from 
a study of ihe career of Robert Owen that we may derive evi- 
dence of the truth of some of the main principles which we laid 
down more or less arbitrarily in Parts I and II. It is from Owen’s 
misfortunes that we may learn what actually does happen if 
such guiding principles as the necessity of changing the political 
system of a community if you wish to change its economic 
system, or of the primacy of the working class as an agent of 
social change, are disregarded. 

Robert Owen and his generation had not yet discovered these 
principles, and consequently their work ended in apparent 
futility. Hence they have been called Utopian socialists — 
socialists of fancy rather than of fact. Now it is sometimes sup- 
posed that Marx and Engels, whose work for ever superseded 
that of the Utopian socialists, despised them and sneered at 
their doctrines. Nothing could be further from the truth. For 
it is precisely from ihe experience and, above all, the errors of 
these great men that we, their descendants, have been enabled 
to acquire scientific knowledge of how social change can be 
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effected. This, for example, is how Engels describes the appear- 
ance of Robert Owen upon the stage of English public life. 
Engels refers to the murk, squalor, confusion, and misery of the 
Manchester, the Glasgow, and the Birmingham of 1800 : 

“ Then a twenty-nine-year-old manufacturer came on the 
scene as a reformer, a man of almost sublimely chUdlilce 
simplicity of character and at the same time a born leader of 
men such as is rarely seen. Robert Owen had adopted the 
teachings of the materialist philosophers of the enlightenment 
that man’s character is the product on the one hand of his 
hereditary constitution, and the other of his environment 
during his lifetime, and particularly during the period of his 
development. In the industrial revolution most of his class 
saw only confusion and chaos, enabling them to fish in troubled 
waters and get rich quickly. He saw in it the opportunity to 
put his favovirite theory into practice, and thereby to bring 
order out of chaos.” 

In truth the dews of the morning were upon the young Robert 
Owen. There is something of a fairy-tale quality about the first 
half of his career. It is a modern success story, which happens 
to have a saint for its hero. It is a little as if St. Francis of Assisi 
had absent-mindedly made good as a textile manufacturer. 

Owen left home at the age of ten, and he supported himself 
entirely by his own labours from that moment. By the age of 
twenty-nine he was managing partner of the large and pros- 
perous textile concern of New Lanark, and on the way to making 
a great fortune. So far there was nothing strange about his story. 
It was something that was happening to dozens of the poor boys 
of his time. But to them making their fortunes was the object 
of their careers, the be-all and end-aU of their activities. To 
Owen it was something quite incidental, to which he gave less 
and less of his attention. From the moment of his accession to 
the management of New Lanark, almost bis whole real interest 
was devoted, as Engels says, to trying out his theory of the 
exclusive formation of character by environment. (For at that 
lime this was his view; see his first book, A Nem Vieai of Society 
(1818), though by the time he wrote The New Moral World 
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(1886) he had come round to the view which Engels attributes 
to him and admitted, although grudgingly, the influence of 
hereditary factors.) 

There now appears a fantastic element in the career of Robert 
Owen. His theory was over-simplified to the extent of being 
false, but the practical demonstration of it was an unqualified 
success 1 By treating the workers, and, above all, the workers* 
children, of New Lanark like decent human beings, instead of 
like valueless slaves, he utterly transformed them. Treated as 
civilized beings, they behaved as civilized beings. Owen, not 
unnaturally, concluded that aU that was needed in order to pro- 
duce an earthly paradise was that a similar environment should 
be provided for the rest of the population. And he forthwith 
suggested to the Government, and to prominent persons in what 
we, but not he, should call the governing class, that they should 
get on with the job . For with Owen a thing was no sooner thought 
than done. 

Owen’s remarkable illusion that a Government composed of 
such men os Lords Liverpool and Costlereagh, plus Mr. Canning, 
might immediately, and would certainly by the time of the next 
session of Parliament at the very latest, lay the foundations of 
a socialist commonwealth for Britain, persisted until the day of 
his death. As late as 1844, for example, he was writing: 

“ The Imperial British Parliament, properly constituted, is, 
by far, the best existing power to effect peacefully, and most 
beneficially for the human race, this great change in the con- 
stitution of society over the world. It may now commence, 
with great advantage, at the opening of the next session of 
the present parliament, to prepare the minds of the public to 
abandon, in due time, upon a magnificent scale, the errors of 
our inexperienced ancestors, and to adopt, on a scale yet more 
magnificent, the fundamental prmciples of truth in accordance 
with aU nature, and the glorious practices which will neces- 
sarily emanate from this true source of knowledge and happi- 
ness.” {Booh of ihe Neco Moral World, Part V, p, 24.) 

This passage is a tragic epitome of all Robert Owen’s political 
thinking. This apparently supremely practical man had as much 
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conception of the politically possible as an inhabitant of another 
planet. He saw not the slightest reason why the capitalists and 
their Government should not inaugurate socialism. After aU, 
he was a great capitalist and he was prepared to inaugurate 
socialism. Why should not they ? 

The incredible, if endearing, mistake of judging others by 
himself vitiated, so far as immediate results were concerned, 
almost the whole of Owen’s public activities. But in his early 
years even this illusion seemed to be on the point of proving 
itself well founded. When in 1816 the inevitable post-war 
industrial crisis and prolonged depression struck Britain, Owen 
was at the height of his reputation- At New Lanark he had made 
a fortune for himself and a paradise for his employees — a para- 
dise, at any rate, when compared to conditions in the other 
factories of Britam. When such a man proposed a scheme for 
remedying the dangerous distresses of the time he had to be 
listened to. He seemed to be, after all, merely a great capitalist 
and phUanthropisb who, although he was known to hold strange 
and extreme doctrines on such abstract questions as the forma- 
tion of human character, had never been suspected of a sub- 
versive thought. 

AU Owen’s early schemes (there were several) were proposals 
for the establishment, by the British Government, of mixed 
agricultiu'al and industrial colonies into which the unemployed 
were to be sent, to be put on to such productive work as would 
make them self-supporting, while they wore to be housed, fed, 
educated, and generaUy treated on the model of the conditions 
established at New Lanark. These proposals certainly seemed 
to the Government to be daring, not to say hazardous. But until 
Owen himself pointed it out, it was not realized that they were 
socialist or subversive. They were seriously considered by the 
Cabinet and found warm supporters in such exalted personages 
as the Royal Duke of Kent, Queen Victoria’s father. ParUamenl, 
it is true, refused on a division to appoint a committee to enquire 
into them, but even there they found distinguished supporters, 
Mr. David Ricardo, for example, voting with the minority. 

The measiure of support which they received was at any rate 
enough to confirm Owen’s delusion of a socialism imposed by the 
capitalists. (Or, for that matter, by the feudalists; at various 
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times he had high hopes of Mettemich and the Tsar of Russia, 
and bombarded them with memoranda.) Moreover, Owen had 
himself only just realized that the establishment, “ on a magni- 
ficent scale,” of his communes, or colonies, in which non- 
profit-making production for use was to be carried on, was 
incompatible with the existing order of society, with, that is to 
say, capitalist production for proht, private property in the 
means of production, and the institutions and ideas associated 
with such a system.^ 

About 1820, however, Owen did come to realize this fact. But 
this did not shake his faith that the capitalists would themselves 
establish socialism as soon as they had been taught by him how 
much nicer socialism would be. But he did come to see that if 
the communist colonies were to supersede private property in 
the means of production, every idea and habit of mind associated 
with capitalist private property would, sooner rather than later, 
have to go. This capacity of Owen’s to realize the indissoluble 
connections between the economic system used by any society 
and its social and moral ideas showed him to be a real social 
thinker. It places him far above the shallow generations of 
British socialists who supposed that socialism was a mere matter 
of a readjustment of the economic mechanism of the community’s 
life. But, since Owen combined this social insight with his illusion 
that the governing class could be converted to socialism, it made 
still more tragically absurd that always impossible task. 

For Owen was not the man to keep his conclusions to himself. 
No sooner had he reached them than he announced that three 
things stood in the way of the realization of universal happiness, 
to wit, private property, religion, and marriage in its present 
form. That was all. The effect of this conclusion, as it gradually 
emerged from Owen’s enormous, but not very precise, addresses, 
upon his wealthy and influential supporters, can be imagined. 
He does seem to have realized that his active advocacy of anti- 
religious views, in particular, would make his task of converting 
the British Government to socialism no easier. But he was far 
from supposing that it would make it impossible. 

1 The leader niU notice that Hr. Upton Slnclair'a scheme for the emplojmimt 
of the unemployed of California on socialist production for use in government- 
owned establishments, while leaving the CelifoniiBn capitalists in possession of 
their piesenb means of pix^uction, is a lineal descendant of Owen’s proposals. 

Ra 
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Still, about 1828, Owen did begin to notice that the British 
Government seemed so fully occupied in enforcing the Combina- 
tion Laws and passing the Six Acts that it had no Lime to in- 
augurate a socialist commonwealth. Hence, ever impatient of 
delay, he decided (in 1824) to set the Cabinet an example by 
establishing the first communist colony himself. Accordingly, the 
next phase of Owen’s career was occupied by a series of attempts 
to set up an initial, model, communist colony. 

Owen’s first and greatest experiment was in the United States. 
At Harmony, on the banks of the Wabash river^ there was estab- 
lished the most famous of a series of abortive communist colonies, 
founded by Owen, Fourier, or their disciples. Owen himself was 
to be associated with several more and to take an active part 
in directing another. Harmony Hall, or Queenwood, in Hamp- 
shire, England. 

It is not necessary to describe these colonies individually. 
For they were aU of the same basic pattern, and they all failed for 
the same reasons. Any attempt to abolish capitalism by means 
of setting up colonies of persons producing for use is in fact fore- 
doomed to failure, both for political and for economic reasons. 
It is an attempt to alter the economic system of a community 
without simultaneously altering its political system. Hence, even 
if it were economically feasible, it could not succeed, for it would 
be suppressed by the governing class. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, there axe also economic reasons which malce it impossible 
for capitalism to be abolished by the establishment of a chain of 
socialist or communist colonies. There are, to put the point the 


1 The young Abraham lioooln is said to have seen the colonists pass up the 
river on their way to Harmony and to have begged his fother to let him join them 
—not because he was interested in communism (he bad almost certainly never 
heard of It), but because the colonists had booka--nnd he was desperate to learn. 
In the event, tlie one thing which the colony did succeed in doiim was to establish 
a considerable onUural oontro round the savants (including Owen’s sons) who 
came out with the colonists, hut stayed on after the break up of the colony, in 
what were then the primitive middle Western States. 

It Is curious to speculate on what inQuence, if any, contact with Bohert Owen 
and his commimiat ideas might have had upon (he man who was destined to be 
the obief instrument in destroying (he servile system of society, and consequently 
establishing capitalism, over the Southern half of the Ohitod States. Lincoln was 
os earnest, direct, and, in the highest sense of the word, as simple a man as Owen, 
but he was much more intelligent. Moreover, he lived in a society in which the 
pre-requisites of socialism were still less developed than they were in early 
nineteenth-century Britain. He would probably nave admired Owen, but given 
little heed to his ideas. 
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other way round, economic reasons why socialism, a system, 
that is to say, of planned production for use, can only be estab- 
lished on an, at any rate, national scale. And the story of the 
Owenite colonies demonstrates exactly hat these economic 
reasons are.^ 

Owen’s colonics, like the Utopias of More and Winstanley, 
were organized upon the basis of full communism. The colonists 
were, if possible, housed in a large central building, or group of 
buildings, and their members ate in common and lived a largely 
communal life. Moreover, they worked communally. No record, 
that is to say, was kept of the contribution of each to the work of 
the community, and their share in the product bore no relation 
to their individual effort. It was apportioned either on the basis 
of need or of equality.® No such colonies, sm-rounded by a 
capitalist environment, and composed of members who had been 
brought up in that environment, could in any case have 
succeeded. But when we examine the actual causes for the failure 
of the Owenite colonies (I do not know if this is true of the 
others), we find that they did not break up (as they probably 
would ultimately have done in any case) from the idleness, or 
quarrelsomeness, of the colonists, but from the quite startling 
improvidence of their management. Owen managed both New 
Harmony and Queenwood with an astonishing disregard of 
elementary financial prudence. He squandered the available 
capital, both his own and other people’s, upon luxurious build- 
ings, upon buying more and more land, before the original land 
was properly cultivated or stocked, and generally upon a policy 
of wild over-expansion. 

Now this repeated wrecking of the communist colonies by over- 
expansion was the direct result of reliance upon fallacious 
economic theory. Owen and his followers based most of their 
propaganda as to the desirability and possibility of communism 


1 The most interesting communist colonies of the contempoiary vorld are ‘to 
be found in Palestine amongst some of the Jewish immigiants. Some of these 
colonies are over half a century old. Hence they dcmonsliate that in exceptional 
mrcumatances it is possible for such colonies to exist, in the sense of providing 
a living for their members, and to acquire the toleration of a stUl dominant 
capitalist class. But the Palestine colonies also demonstrate that such enclaves 
in a capitalist society have very htUe eSect upon that society — and no doubt 

is why they have been tolerated. 

» This may not be true of every colony, but it was typlcoi. 
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or socialism (the words were used indiscriminately) upon the 
enormous increase in the productivity of labour which had 
resulted from the application of steam power and the other basic 
discoveries of the industrial revolution. “ The worldng part of 
the population of 2,500 persons,” Owen wrote of New Lanark, 
“ was daily producing as much real wealth for society as, less 
than half a century before, it would have required the worldng 
part of a population of 500,000 to create.” Therefore, the 
Owenites concluded, people ought now to be some two hundred 
times as well off as they were fifty years ago. They were not 
starving fifty years ago. Indeed, as Owen deduced from his own 
childhood in an agricultural community, they were then better 
off than they had ever been since. Hence, there must now exist 
the possibility of general plenty and security, as we put it in the 
early chapters of this book. Society must be immediately re- 
organized to make actual this possibility. “ As,” the Owenites 
reasoned (if we may venture to epitomize a number of t3q)ical 
statements), “ neither Lords Liverpool, Grey, nor Melbomme, 
nor the Tsar Alexander, nor Prince Metternich, has been suffi- 
ciently convinced of this necessity by the memoranda which 
Mr. Owen has repeatedly submitted to them, we must demon- 
strate in practice the possibility of universal plenty by establish- 
ing model communist communities in which everyone will live in 
plenty with very little work. Then at last everybody, both rich 
and poor, will surely be convinced and become communists.” 

Three distinct, though related, economic fallacies are con- 
tained in this Owenite reasoning.^ These economic fallacies are 
worth analysis, not only in order to trace how present-day 
communist and socialist doctrine has been built up out of the 
trials and errors of successive generations, but also because the 
failure of the communist colonies is still sometimes raised 
(especially in America, where they are less wholly forgotten than 
in Britain) as an argument against the possibility of the abolition 
of capitalism. 

1 We arc dealing here, let It be repeated, rritb economic fallacies alone. Owen’s 
supreme political error was to suppose that sodallsm could, in any event, be 
estabUsbM without the transference of power from the capitalist to the working 
class. For the success of the communist experiments, bad it been possible, fbr 
from converting the capitalist class to communism, as the Owenites innocently 
supposed, woufa undoubtedly have excited the frenzied and terrlded opposition 
of uiat olaas. 
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The first fallacy is suggested by the question with which Owen 
continues his estimate of the enormous increase in man’s capacity 
to create wealth which had taken place in the course of his life- 
time. “ I asked myself,” he writes, “ what became of the dif- 
ference between the wealth consmnod by 2,500 persons and 
that which would have been consumed by 600,000.” Owen knew 
very well what had happened to this wealth. It had afforded 
himself and his pai’tners 6 per cent per annum interest on their 
capital, and, besides, a profit of over £800,000. Owen did not, 
howevei*, pause to recollect what the partners of New Lanark 
had proceeded to do with their share of this accumulated 
wealth. (Owen, it is true, had put his share into founding a 
communist colony in Indiana. But this was exceptional — ^indeed, 
unique 1) His partners, and all the other capitalists of Britain, had 
reinvested the greater part of their money. They had, to use the 
terminology of Pfirt I, bought new means of production with it. 
They had used it to build new textile mills, or to build the fh’st 
railways of Britain, or to build the early iron steamships, or to 
build the first mechanized ironworlcs. Their profits wore used, in 
other words, for the continued industrialization of Britain, which 
had only just begun. 

It was true that the money had gone into the pockets of the 
rich. But most of it had soon come out again. (Leaving behind it, 
of course, a nice sediment on which the rich, then as now, did 
themselves very well.) The pockets of the rich were, in fact, only 
a clumsily designed channel by which the money went to the 
fhrther development of industrialization. Moreover, those very 
textile mills, including New Lanark, which had made possible the 
original two-hundredfold increase in the productivity of labour, 
had not built themselves. They had only been built by laying 
aside the surpluses made possible by still earlier technical 
improvements. 

In other words, if the results of the earlier improvements of 
the industrial revolution had been used to increase the standard 
of living of the population, these improvements cotdd never have 
been made at all — ^if an economic Hibemianism be permitted. It 
was only by devoting, in the form of private profit, the fruits of 
the earlier improvements in production to developing still further 
improvements, that the industrial revolution, which was itself 
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the major premise of Owen’s hopes, had been begun, or could be 
continued. Thus to devote the fruits of industrial development, 
not to stni further development, but to raising the standard of 
life, was as yet an historical impossibility. Not until the develop- 
ment of man’s productive powers had gone much further would 
the enjoyment of a high proportion of its fruits, such as socialism 
alone can ensure, become first compatible with, and then (as we 
saw in Chapter VII) an actual necessity for, the further develop- 
ment of those powers of production. In Owen’s day, capitalism 
was still fulfilling, in the only way then possible, what Marx calls 
its “ liistoric task and privilege ” of industrializing the world. It 
could not yet be deflected from that task. 

This initial fallacy in Owen’s economics was, perhaps, an 
obstacle to the success of socialism in general in his day rather 
than to the success of particular conomunist colonies. But it is 
closely connected vdth his second mistake. This was to assume 
that the increase in the productmty of labour which had been 
achieved in the textile industry, had also been achieved in all 
other branches of production. The converse of this assumption 
was nearer the truth. In Owen’s youth the textile industry almost 
alone had been put on to a mechanized basis. As his long life 
wore on, one industry after another revolutionized its technique. 
But they were only enabled to do so because nearly all the 
resources of production which were saved by the improved tech- 
nique of the textile industry (and the other early improved 
industries) were devoted, not to raising the general standard of 
life, but to the task of revolutioniziug, and then re-revolutioniz- 
ing, the technique of aU the other industries. The building of the 
railways alone, which was going on all through the latter part of 
Owen’s life, absorbed an enormous proportion of the labour, 
skill, and other resoirrces of production freed from the earlier 
improved industries. 

Oweu, in a word, sanguinely assumed that the indiistrial 
revolution had already taken place, when, in fact, it had only 
just begun. In particular, he assumed that the same two- 
hundredfold increase in the productivity of hmuan labour 
widnh had so struck his imagination in the textile industry, 
had taken place in agriculture also. But it was just in the sphere 
of agriculture that this assumption was least of all true. Eor 
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just as textile technique had improved most, agricultural 
technique had improved least. And yet the communist colonists 
had necessarily to devote themselves predominantly to agri- 
culture if they were to be self-supporting. Hence the enormous 
errors of Owen’s management. Hence his fantastic optimism as 
to the return which labour and capital devoted to agriculture 
would reap. Hence the over-expansion, and squandering of 
resources, almost on principle, which ruined all the colonies. 
For it was a principle of the Owenitcs that there was now enough 
and to spare for everyone. So why hoard, niggle, and make do 
with uncomfortable or unseemly houses? Away with such 
parsimony — and on with the beautification and glorification of 
the colonies. 

The third, and perhaps the gravest, of Owen’s economic 
errors was to suppose that the colonists of an economically 
isolated, self-supporting community could expect the same 
return on their labour as could be achieved by workers in the 
outside world, exchanging their products on the world market. 
Owen, in other words, forgot entirely the second great factor 
whicli, associated with the revolution in technique, had made 
possible the two-hundredfold increase m productivity. He 
forgot the division of labour. The wealth which the British 
textile manufacturers, and the other British capitalists of his 
epoch were piling up, was not only due to their improved 
technique. It was also due to the fact that the markets of the 
world were theirs to buy and sell in. This great extension of the 
division of labour had been as necessary a condition of the new 
wealth as had been the revolution in production itself. They 
had been indissolubly associated developments, for the new, 
large-scale, productive technique would have been impossible 
without the extension of the market. But Owen assumed that 
he could retain all the advantages of a world-wide division of 
labour, while resorting in his colonies to a division of labour 
upon the most primitive scale alone. This was at least as serious 
a miscalculation as the assumption that agricultural technique 
had tmdergone that degree of improvement which textile 
technique had in fact alone*achieved. 

In sum, then, the Owenites neglected three facts : first, that 
the industrial revolution could never have begun, and could 
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not be continued, unless the bulk of the new wealth was devoted, 
not to raising the standard of life, but to ereating new means 
of production. Second, that anything like a two-hundredfold 
increase in men’s capacity to produce wealth had occurred in 
the textile industry alone. And, third, that the startling increase 
in wealth production which they observed around them was 
as dependent upon a wide division of labour as upon a new 
industrial technique. 

These are the explanations of the extraordinary improvidence 
of the communist colonists. They had been taught to believe 
in the possibility of realizing immediately in their colonies a 
plenty and security which was at that time and by that method 
totally impossible of attainment. Owen was a true prophet. His 
vision foresaw what the industrial revolution would in a hundred 
years of development make possible. But he took the tendency 
for the accomplished fact. And he neglected, not only all of the 
political conditions, but also the economic conditions, for the 
attainment of plenty and security. 


The third phase of Owen’s career (it began before he had 
been forced to abandon Anally his attempt to found conmnmist 
colonies) was one of co-operation with the working class move- 
ment of resistance to capitalism which was going on all through 
the first three-quarters of his life. In fact, Owen, for a short 
time, led the most important section of this movement. And 
yet his co-operation with the working tdass always remained 
limited and, on the whole, reluctant. Engels writes that when 
a realization of Owen’s communist views dawned on the British 
governing class and they would have little more lo do with 
him, “ he turned directly to the working class and worked 
amongst them for another thirty years.” In this passage Engels 
does Owen more than justice. Owen did work energetically 
amongst the Producers* Co-operative Societies— which for a 
time assumed the functions of Trade Unions — of his day.» And 
it was through their help that he set up his later colonies and 
experiments, such as the labour exchange bazaars. But he 

I See p. 837 below. 
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almost entirely refused to enter into the political activities of 
the working class. Between 1880 and 1850 the Chartist move- 
ment stirred the British working class to its depths. Working 
class political activity reached a height to which it was not to 
attain again till the present century. But Owen remained aloof 
from all this. Just as he could see no reason why Liverpool and 
Castlereagh should not support socialism, so he could see no 
special reason why the working class should. 

It was this extreme political blindness which destroyed the 
efTcctiveness of Owen’s career. What possibilities would not 
have been opened if Owen, with his enormous energy and 
prestige, had become a Chartist ; if he had been willing to learn 
what O’Brien, O’Connor, Harney, and the other Chartist 
leaders had to teach him, and had become one of the leaders 
of their movement. It is conceivable that effective political 
democracy might have been achieved in Britain fifty years 
earlier than it was, with aU the incalculable effects upon the 
history of the world which this would have had. But it was not 
to be. Owen was the essential type of the English practical 
man. He had the greatest contempt for what he called “ closet 
philosophers.” He prided himself, above all, on being a man of 
action, who had the great concrete achievement of New Lanark 
behind him. He spent his life and his entire fortune in ceaseless 
and selfless activity for the cause which he had at heart, and 
which he rightly believed to be the cause of aU humanity. And 
yet, just because he neglected to think out the nature of the 
problems with which he had to deal, nine-tenths of that activity 
was tragically wasted. It is hardly too much to say that Robert 
Owen’s main service to the world was to show conclusively 
how the process of the abolition of capitalism and the establish- 
ment of socialism cannot be accomplished. He proved to demon' 
stration that it cannot be done either by trying to convince the 
capitalists and their government that socialism would be better 
for everybody, or by founding communist colonies. He showed 
by process of elimination, by trial and error, that socialism can 
only be established as the inevitable resistance of the worldng 
class to the conditions of their lives under capitalism deepens 
and strengthens into conscious revolt. But it was a long and 
tragic process, and poor Owen weis only in the end saved from 
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heartbreak by retreating into a world of fantasy where the 
unrelieved failure of aU his enterprises meant nothing to him. 

It is interesting to contrast the failmes of this supremely 
practical man with what the man who immediately succeeded 
him as the leading socialist in the world was able to accomplish. 
Marx (though he was extremely practical whenever he got an 
effective opportunity) was precisely what Owen would have 
called a closet philosopher. While Owen spent the years of his 
vigour ranging over Britain and America, making a great for- 
tune, organizing the model industrial establishment of the 
world, bombarding every government with memoranda, found- 
ing communist colonies, and finally speaking, lecturing and 
debating without cease, Marx spent a great part of the same 
years of his life sitting in the reading room of the British Museum. 
Yet, while the memory of Robert Owen is dim and faint, the 
name of lilarx, either as aspiration or as menace, dominates the 
world. The example must not lead us to despise action^ or to 
suppose that the world con be saved merely by sitting and 
thinking. But it should warn us of the urgent necessity to dis- 
cover before, or at any rate whilst, we act what are the essential 
conditions within which alone our actions can be effective. 


Owen is remembered as a Utopian differing from Thomas 
More, for example, chiefly in that he tried to construct his 
ideal community of briclis and mortar instead of paper and 
ink. (The stouter materials proved the more transitory.) But 
he was not the last great Englishman to project his imagina- 
tion towards a future society. Thirty-tluee years after his 
death the poet and socialist, William Morris, published Nem 
from Nowhere. It would be impossible to end even the most 
cursory and selective sketch of the development of the com- 
munist and socialist idea without mentioning this remarkable 
hook. 

William Morris cannot, however, be called a Utopian. He 
was, on the contrary, one of the first, and one of the greatest, 

% Mbxx was ^atc^Iy wiieoever objective eixounwtimcee gave bim even 
half a {Stance totelteative actlaa. And when they did not be never eeased to work 
for the oeeatlan ot aaeb an oppottunlty. 
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of the Englishmen -who have -whole-heartedly thxo-vm in theix 
lot -with the international working class movement, because 
they saw in that movement the only force which could 
transform society. Moreover, Morris was one of the first English- 
men to make himseK acquainted with the body of scientific 
social thought which the international working class movement 
evolved (almost entirely through the agency of its two leading 
figures, Marx and Engels) during his lifetime. 

A man who had made these decisive steps forward could 
alone have -written News from Nowhere. On the other hand, 
Morris’s book is, in one sense, not a particularly satisfying 
example of the accounts of a future society. The old gibe that, 
according to Morris, the inhabitants of the twenty-second 
century -will find their exclusive occupation in hay makin g is 
not entirely unjustified. Morris’s medisevalism and his generally 
anti-scientific attitude may make some parts of his account of 
a communist Britain irritating to-day. But we must rememher 
that Morris was reacting not so much against science itself as 
against the prostitution of science to the overwhelming “ com- 
mercialism,” as he called it, which then, as no-w, characterized 
British capitalism. Thus Morris’s inability even to guess at the 
major scientific endeavours which will probably form an im- 
portant occupation of the citizens of socialist and communist 
communities, his -view that eesthetically pleasing production 
must necessarily be conducted on a handicraft basis, and his 
failure to realize how highly any classless community, which 
is not supported by the labour of hmnan slaves, wiU value its 
mechanized slaves, were the almost ine-vitable attitudes of a 
sensitive man of his class and day. 

But there is much that is shrewd — and indeed profound — 
in his description of the England of a..d. 2000 odd. Moreover, 
no lack of realism can mar the lyricism of his ode to the beauty 
of the English countryside, or his denunciation of the odious, 
crass barbarity of the profit-making process which, in his day, 
(as it is now) was remorselessly destroying that beauty. For 
such an ode and such a demuiciation embellish every page of 
his News from Nowhere. 

It is not mainly, however, in its account of his ideal com- 
munity that Morris’s book differs fronqi all its predeceasing 
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Utopias. It differs from them, and surpasses them, and indeed 
ceases to be a Utopia at all, in this respect : it contains a clear 
and realistic description of how the abolition of capitalism and 
the establishment of socialism can be brought about. The chapter 
in Nevus from Nowhere on “ How the Change Came ” demon- 
strates how far more clearly the poet may see into the nature of 
political reality than can the practical men of his day. Morris’s 
book was published in 1891, in the first blush of the Fabian 
movement, when every English socialist was being taught by 
Mr. and Mrs. Sidney Webb, by Mr. Bernard Shaw, and by a 
dozen others, that socialism could undoubtedly be achieved by 
a process of cumulative reform at once so gradual that the 
capitalist class would never resist it, and so thorough that 
nothing of capitalism should remain. 

Morris foresaw whither these cumulative reforms must lead. 
He saw that a point would come when these reforms would 
become incompatible with the further working of the profits 
system. He saw that then matters must come to a head, that 
either the workers must lose all that they had gained by the 
reforms, or must achieve the political power necessary to the 
abolition of capitalism and the establishment of socialism. He 
foresaw, moreover, that the actual conflict would be precipitated, 
not by the workers, but by the capitalists. For the capitalists 
would be sure to attempt to keep their system going by revoking 
all their concessions to the workers. More striking still he fore- 
saw that the regular armed forces would become unreliable 
instruments for the suppression of the workers and that the 
capitalists would then reermt special armed bands of the 
middle class for the purpose. Under the name of “ The Friends 
of Order,” Mon-is gives a most acute forecast of the rise of 
Fascism. The civil war which he foresees is fought out primarily 
between the workers’ forces and the “ Friends of Order.” 

Moreover, Morris had an excellent realization of what it is 
that turns the scale in a revolutionary situation; of how the very 
defeats of the workers often serve as the decisive factor in arous- 
ing so widespread a horror of the Government that they lead 
to the workers’ ultimate victojy. In 1891 Morris prophesied that 
the Government would one day in the twentietii century open 
fire on a great workers’ demonstration, in Trafalgar Square and 
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kill ovex a thousand people. (Very much as was to happen 
fourteen years later on Bloody Sunday in St. Petersburg.) 
“ How fearful,” comments Morris to his informant of the future. 
“ And I suppose that this measure put an end to the whole 
revolution for that time.” “ No, no,” cried old Hammond; “ it 
began it,” and he goes on to describe how the Government was 
made so odious by this deed that its forces were never afterwards 
able to reassert their hold over the loyalty of the population, 
until gradually their authority became completely worn out, 
their instruments of force had nothing upon which to base 
themselves, and became useless for lack of reliable hands to 
direct them. 


The four hundred years which separate William Morris from 
Thomas More produced an instrument capable of transforming 
society, and so making actual the longing dreams of men; they 
produced the working class. By the eighteen-nineties they had 
also produced a consciousness in the minds of commxmist 
and socialist thinkers that it was the workers alone who could 
lead the world to socialism. But, so far as most British socialists 
and communists were concerned, they had done no more. No 
adequate science of social transformation, which could be used 
to show men how to rid themselves of capitalism, and build 
up socialism, had been evolved. Meanwhile, however, and almost 
unknown to British socialists, Marx and Engels, by mating 
English experience with the main achievements of French and 
German thought, had been able to bring such a science to birth. 



Chapter XXV 


The Working Class 

The misfortunes of the Utopian socialists demonstrated that the 
woi’ldng class must be the chief agent of social change. For no 
other class or gi’oup has ever shown either the desire or the 
capacity to lead the community in the task of abolishing capi- 
talism and building up sociahsm. Socialism must be established 
under the leadership of the working class, or it will not be 
established at all. 

This is why the establishment of socialism is only now a 
practical proposition; for it is only now that the working class 
of the world has come of age, as a leading class of society, 
capable of remaking society according to its own interests and 
desires. For the working class itself is an historical product. It 
has not always existed, and it will not always continue to exist.^ 
It is true that there have always been poor, overworked and, 
ever since civilization arose, oppressed people in the world; it 
is true that such persons have always comprised by far the 
larger part of the population. But they have not constituted a 
working class in the, perhaps, technical sense of that term 
which communists and socialists use. As we saw in Part I a 
working class is composed of persons who live on a wage; or, to 
be more scientific, of persons who are compelled to live by selling 
their ability to work, and to work in other men’s factories or 
fields, since they have no access to fields or factories of their 
own in which they might work for themselves. 

Now the poor of previous epochs have not consisted of such 
persons. The poor of classical antiquity, for example, consisted 
of daves, who were not paid wages, and of peasants, who, 
although they often had too little land, had some land of their 
own on wMch they worked.* Again, the poor of the middle ages 
consisted of serfs, ox villains, who worked upon land which they 
possessed, or, which, in a sense, posse.ssed them. For they were 
bound to it. But they did not work for wages paid to them by 

1 Fior with ths aohlevemest of a daadcM sodety the woifcing chtae ceases to 
etlit by meiging ioto s homogeoeous commuiilty, 

* In the iAtee centuiies of antltitthy ttey also consisted of state pensloneis 
sea p,a8Q below). 
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someone else who did own the land, and the other means of 
production, with which they worked. The wage-earning working 
class, a class of persons neither owning nor attached to any of 
the means of production, that is to say, made its appearance 
with capitalism. It remained small and undeveloped so long as 
capitalism remained small and undeveloped; it grew as capi- 
talism grew, and finally it became the largest class in 'society 
when capitalism became the predominant economic system. 
And necessarily so, for the existence of such a propertyless, but 
legally free, class is a pre-requisite for carrying on capitalist 
production. 

This class of legally free persons, without independent access 
to means of production, came into existence, as we saw, in the 
fifteenth century. But the working class did not become a 
wholly distinct, completely integrated, social entity until about 
a hundred and fifty years ago. Just as the inventions of the last 
half of the eighteenth century put capitalism upon its feet, so 
also they for the first time established work for wages in other 
men’s factories or farms as the predominant way of life for the 
mass of the population, first of Great Britain and then of all 
Western Europe and North America. 

A working class appears, then, only when an intermediate 
stage is set between the direct producer and the consumer. So 
long as the man who bakes the bread, or weaves the cloth, or 
forges the plough, makes tiiese commodities with his own tools 
and out of his own raw materials, owns them when he has made 
them, and sells them to the consumer, the working class has not 
appeared. It is only when a third party to the transaction has 
arisen, it is only when one man, or group of men, makes the 
commodity, and another man, or group of men, owns both the 
means of production with which the commodity is made, and 
consequently the commodity itself, when it has been made, that 
the working class emerges. 

The critical importance of this distinction is illustrated by the 
opening chapters of Mr. and Mrs. Webb’s standard work. 
The History of Trade Unionism, These investigators discovered 
that the Trade Union, the characteristic form of organization of 
the working class, nowhere and never appears until this inter- 
mediate class of capitalists has been set between the producer 
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(in the sense of the actual manipulator of the raw material) and 
the consumer of commodities. They show that the mediseval 
guild, an organization fundamentally different from a Trade 
Union, is the characteristic organization of direct producers who 
work with their own tools, own the commodity when they have 
made it, and themselves seU it to the consumers. 

This form of economic organization was destroyed by the 
development of technique which became marked in the fifteenth 
century. For nearly three hundred years, however, it was pre- 
dominantly the technique of transportation, rather than of 
production itself, which changed. The development of the 
technique of transportation (the invention of the effective ocean- 
going ship especially) enormously increased the size of the 
market for which the direct producers worked. This in turn 
permitted a great increase in the division of labour and special- 
ization. It became profitable for whole groups of men, instead of 
single individuals, to work at producing, although still by hand, 
particular commodities, in order to satisfy the new and larger 
market. Such groups of associated workers arose in the form of 
the hired employees of those men who owned the means of 
production. 

We have already described how this process happened in the 
case of agriculture. In the other fields of production the same 
process took place. Commodities came to be turned out, not in 
tiny workshops in which a master and his apprentice wnrkcd up 
their own raw material with their own means of production, but 
in larger and larger workshops in which a whole group of appren- 
tices worked up their masters’ raw material with their masters’ 
means of production. These groups of hired apprentices were the 
embryo of the working class. For the gradual growth in the 
number of apprentices changed the whole character of their 
relationship to their masters, or employers. While there were 
appro:dmately the same number of mast(urs as apprentices, the 
apprentice was assured of ultimately becoming a master himself. 
He was an apprentice in the original sense of the term: a young 
man learning his craft so that in due course he might set up in 
production on his own account. But, clearly, so soon as the 
numbei of apprentices had become much larger than the 
numbea? of masters it became impossible for aU the apprentices 
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ever to become masters. Some of them were bound to remain 
hired wage workers, working up other men’s raw materials, with 
other men’s tools. This profound change in the social structure 
took place very gradually over the three hundred years between 
1500 and 1800. It was not until the eighteenth century that an 
important part of production came to be carried on in fairly 
large workshops employing (still on hand work) considerable 
groups of workers. This was what Marx distinguished as the 
manufacturing period. (He used the term “ manufacturing ” in 
its strict, original sense of “ making by hand.”) And it was in 
this period that the Trade Union, or combination of w.ngc 
workers, arose. 

The size of the wages, the working conditions, and the hours 
of work of the gradually more numerous and more permanen t 
class of journeymen (literally workers paid by the day), or 
apprentices, were regulated during most of this long transitional 
period by the great Elizabethan Statute of Apprentices. Up till 
about 1730 technical, and therefore economic, conditions were 
still sufficiently stable to make it possible to regulate prices, 
wages, and conditions of work by law. Moreover, and this is 
the neglected essence of the matter, the owners of the means of 
production were in this period in urgent need of regulations 
primarily intended to prevent a rise in wages such as would 
make the use of their means unprofitable. For the whole of the 
rest of the population had not yet been deprived of independent 
access to the means of production. There was still a great deal 
of individual, scattered ownership of land, and of other means 
of production, worked not for profit, but by their owners with 
their own labour. Hence the bargaining position even of those 
who had become entirely dispossessed wage workers was by no 
means hopeless. They were not overwhelmingly numerous, and 
they had a chance, at any rate, of getting back into independent 
production on their own account if the wages which they were 
offered were too low. Hence the owners had pressing reasons 
for supporting a system of the legal regulation of hours and 
conditions of work. 

Slowly bnt surely, however, the process of dispossession went 
on. Except in the case of the land, where forcible enclosures 
went on into the nineteenth century, the process now took place. 
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in the main, by means of the superior competitive power of the 
newer, larger, more concentrated means of production which 
were already in the hands of capitahsts. And then suddenly, in 
the second half of the eighteenth century, the process of dis- 
possession was accelerated a hundredfold. Suddenly the tech- 
nique of production was revolutionized. The most economically 
important series of inventions recorded in human history 
occurred in England between 1750 and 1800, The older, still 
individually owned, means of production became wholly obsolete 
almost overnight. The entire stock in trade, and independent 
livelihood, of the central mass of the still independently pro- 
ducing population were silently and secretly dispersed. The 
classical example is that afforded by the hand-loom weavers. 
No one went and took their hand looms from them by act of 
parliament, as it was still necessary to do in the case of the 
land of the peasant cultivators. What happened was that the 
new power looms and spindles so lowered the price of cotton 
goods that no one could now live by weaving by hand. 

In this way an unknown but certainly extraordinarily high 
proportion of the population suddenly became dispossessed 
wage workers. They flooded into the labour market. Naturally 
their competition instantly destroyed the bargaining power of 
the wage workers as against the owners of the means of produc- 
tion. The danger of wages being driven up by the demand for 
wage labour exceeding the supply abruptly disappeared. Wages, 
on the contrary, tended to fall sharply. What need was there 
fox the capitalists to maintain any longer the system of the 
regulation of wages by law to which they had hitherto strongly 
adhered? It was suddenly discovered that such {regulations 
were contrary to the eternal laws of the universe. By a series of 
extraordinary decisions, Parliament repealed every effective 
diause of the Statute of Apprentices, and of the other regulatory 
statutes. It bad been discovered that if the labour market was 
left free the owners of the means of production could now impose 
almost any terms they hked upon the wage workers. For the 
class of men and women, and above all of children, who had to 
live by working for wages, deteamined in amount by the supply 
oft and the demand for, labour, had suddenly doubled and then 
redoubled ita numbers. The working class had ended its long 
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period of inter-uterine development, and had been cast out into 
the world. 

To-day the fact that the workers are, actually or potentially, 
the only force which can seriously challenge the continued 
existence of capitalism is generally, although more or less tacitly, 
realized. No one thinks of appealing, as Owen never ceased to 
do, to the contemporary Lord Castlereagh or to Mr. Pierpont 
Morgan to establish socialism. (And as for the Tsar of Russia, 
another object of Owen’s petitions, he is no longer there to 
appeal to.) Most people feel instinctively that, although the 
workers evidently do not always or everywhere attempt to 
replace capitalism with soc ialism , no one else will do so if they 
will not. 

But in England and America this sociological, or psychological, 
fact was, we saw, only discovered by long experience, and even 
now most people do not attempt to ascertain the reason for it. 
Moreover, even to-day (more especially in America) the fact that 
the workers are in actual practice the only people who ever lead 
a sustained and serious opposition to capitalism is from time 
to time forgotten again. New schemes are hatched by which 
capitalism is to be got rid of, if not, as with Owen, by appealing 
to the capitalists themselves, then by appeals to the technicians, 
the civil servants, or this or that category of the intermediate 
sub-classes. The same considerations which caused Owen to 
appeal to kings and parliaments make our modern Utopians 
appeal to the technicians or the civil servants. They see, as 
Owen did, that those people who already enjoy a measure of 
power are in the best position to eOecl the necessary social 
transformation “ peacefully, with the greatest advantage and 
on the most magnideent scale,” They see, as Owen did, that 
the workers are poor, and, so long as capitalism lasts, relatively 
ignorant and apparently powerless. They see that if society is 
to be transformed under their leadership the process must be 
long, stormy, and painful. They recoil from such a prospect. 
How much nicer it would be, they reflect, if the job could be 
done in a polite manner by the “ trained minds ” of the middle 
classeB. (Mr. H. G. Wells is, in England, the leading exponent 
of this attractive view.) 
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Unfortunately, however, appeals to these trained minds 
remain almost, though not quite, as futile as did Owen’s appeals 
to the Prince Regent, to Metternich, and to the Tsar Alexander. 
For those who make them forget Lhe all-important fact that 
the greater number of these trained minds have been so trained 
that they do not desire, and indeed eannot even imagine, any 
system of society other than capitalism. They have, to return 
to Veblen’s phrase, a trained incapacity for the job which they 
are asked to do. It is only the un-mistrained workers who can 
in a majority desire, or even conceive of, the total replacement 
of the present economic and social system by another. And, in 
historical fact, all serious attempts to replace capitalism, includ- 
ing the one successful attempt, have relied upon the social 
dynamic of the resistance of the working class to the conditions 
of life imposed upon them by capitalism. It is, then, by an 
enquiry into the way of life of the working class imder capitalism 
that we may achieve a comprehension of this remarkable, but 
undoubted, historical fact. For we shall find that the conditions 
of life which capitalism always has, and does now, impose upon 
the working class are such as inevitably to cause that class to 
struggle continually against those conditions of life. Tins struggle 
becomes, in the end, a struggle for existence. For in the end 
capitalism creates conditions in which whole sections of the 
working class cannot live. This struggle for existence in turn 
becomes a struggle to destroy capitalism, since it is capitalism 
which is creating the impossible situation for the workers. 
Finally this long struggle agamsi capitalism becomes a positive 
strugglc/or socialism, becomes a struggle to realize on this earth 
a socialist economic and social system as the alternative to 
capitalism. 


So much has been, written about the conditions of the first 
generations of the English factory workers that it is as un- 
necessary as it would be intolerable to darken these pages with 
another description of their nuseries. For in this, the childhood 
of the working class, a great part of the workers were in fact 
chUdren. The new machines demanded, above all, cheap, light, 
but immensely prolonged, labour. The textile industry (then 
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known as “ the great industry ”) dominated the situation. For 
this industry alone had become mechanized. And for labour at 
the new power looms and spindles young children, if they could 
be driven without limit, were exactly suitable. 

We have indicated the reaction of the generous spirit of Robert 
Owen to the conditions of the child workers of the textile industry 
of his day. It is some measure of those conditions that Owen’s 
greatest reform at New Lanark was to increase the age of his 
working children to ten years, and to fix their hours of work 
first at fourteen, and then at twelve. We may measure the 
standard of the times by the fact that one of the most humane 
and, in this matter at any rate, one of the most intelligent of 
men could accomplish no more.^ 

The descriptions of the working to death of many hundreds of 
thousands of children in the early decades of the n ineteenth 
century given by such social historians as Mr. and Mrs. Ham- 
mond are now taught in many British schools and universities.® 
In many factories an average of sixteen hours a day was worked 
by children from six years of age upwards. Mr. and Mrs. Ham- 
mond describe the conditions of the child workers as follows : 


“ The punishments for arriving late in the morning had to 
be made cruel enough to overcome the temptation to tired 
children to take more than three or four hours in bed. One 
witness before Sadler’s Committee had known a child, who had 
reached home at eleven o’clock one night, get up at two o’clock 


1 “ At the outset, Owen had resolved to take on no more parish apprentices, 
but to draw the necessary supply of child labour ftom the population resident in 
Lanark, and it does not appear that he ever found difficult in procuring the 
services of as many children as were required. As we have already seen, he fixed 
the limit of age at ten: below that age the children might, if the parents chose, 
attend the school, but there was no work for them in the factory. On a point of 
scarcely less Importance he was compelled to defer to the wishes of his partners. 
Dale had worked the mills thirteen noum, with intervals of one and a half hours 
for meals. Monstrous as those hours appear to ns, especially when we remember 
that a large proportion of idiose employed were young children, they were too 
merciful for the ordinary manufacturer of that day. Owen told the Committee 
of 1816 that for some time during his management the hours of work at the Kew 
Lanark Mills were fixed at fourteena day (induding two hours* Intervals for meals). 
It was not until January 1816 that ho was enabled to reduce the hours to twelve 
a day, with one and a quarter hours for meals, leaving ten and three-quarter 
hours for actual work,’* (Robert Divert : A Biography, fay Frank Podmore, pp. 92-8.) 

® The still unsurpused descriptions given by Marx in the first volume of CcmUil, 
and by SlnBels in The Conditiott of the English WorMng Class, are never reiferred 
iQ} for if the student read them he might read on. 
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uesrt momiiig in panic and limp to the mill gate. In some 
mills scarcely an hour passed in the long day without the sound 
of beating and cries of pain. Fathers beat their own children 
to save them from a worse beating by the overseers. In the 
afternoon the strain gi'ew so severe that the heavy iron stick 
known as the billy-roller was in constant use, and, even then, 
it happened not infrequently that a small child, as he dozed, 
tumbled into the machine beside him to be mangled for life, 
or, if he were more fortunate, to find a longer Lethe than liis 
stolen sleep. In one mill, indeed, where the owner, a Mr. Gott, 
had forbidden the use of anything but a ferule, some of the 
slubbers tried to keep the children awake, when they worked 
from 6 in the morning to 9 at night, by encouraging them to 
sing hymns. As the evening wore on, the pain and fatigue and 
tension on the mind became insupportable. Children would 
implore anyone who came near to tell them how many hours 
there were stiU before them. A witness told Sadler’s Committee 
that his child, a boy of six, would say to him, ‘ Father, what 
o’clock is it ? ’ I have said perhaps it is seven o’clock. ‘ Oh, 
it is two hours to nine o’clock ? I cannot bear it.’ ” 

{The Town Labourer, p. 160.) 

It is clear that such condilaons could only have been imposed 
upon the children of a population whose resistance had been 
morally and physically broken; which had been, in fact, if not in 
foi-m, enslaved. We cannot imagine for example the sturdy and 
rebellious peasants of fourteenth-century England allowing their 
children to be so treated. We cannot even imagine the hand- 
loom weavers, or the agricultural workers, of the first half of the 
eighteenth century being forced to suffer such things. For these 
classes still in some measure possessed that indispensable con- 
dition of liberty — an independent access to the means of pro- 
duction. Only a class whose possibility of independent existence 
had whoUy disappeared could have been forced to submit to the 
wholesale destruction of their own children. And such an en- 
slavement had indeed taken place. The contemporary revolu- 
tion in the way in which production was organized had enabled 
a relatively small dass to deprive the British people of indepen- 
dent access to the means of production. 
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The British people had such access when they, individually, 
owned the small, easily devisable means of production of the 
pre-industrial period : they will have such access again Avhen they 
collectively own the gigantic means of production of to-day and 
to-morrow. But, in the meanwhile, during the painful centuries 
when the means of production were already too big to own in- 
dividually, and yet were not sufficiently developed to sei-ve as 
a basis for collective ownership, the mass of the population in- 
evitably became enslaved to the limited class of persons whose 
private property the means of production necessarily became. 

But this enslavement was economic and invisible, not legal 
and political. Indeed, the people’s loss of access to the means of 
production was represented as a hberation. The casting of the 
people of England, bound and gagged, into the furnace of indus- 
trialism was accomplished in the name of human emancipation. 
The brief and stunted generations of the early nineteenth 
century were much freer, according to the law, than their 
forefathers had been. The elaborate regulations of wages and of 
conditions of work contained in the eighteenth-century Statute 
Book had been one by one repealed by Parhament in the name 
of freedom of contract. The Government which finally destroyed 
the last of the old regulatory statutes had been created in order 
to liberalize the British Coniititution. It had done so. From 1882 
onwards, liberty of contract reigned supreme in Britain, and by 
1844 the contemporary Lord Londonderry could order the in- 
habitants of “ his town of Seaham ” to refuse to succour some 
miners who were engaged in a transient strike, and were thus, 
Lord Londonderry wrote, waging “ an unjust and senseless war- 
fare against their proprietors and masters."^ Perfect liberty of 
contract had produced an effective and, in the heat of the 
moment, admitted serfdom, such as had not been known m 
England since the dark ages. 


Such, then, were the miseries and the servitude of the British 
workers in the youth and early manhood of capitalism. To what 
extent have these miseries ceased or changed in character ? For 
the moral which is always drawn from their recital in our schools 
1 Quoted by S. and B. Webb in tbeir Bisttrry of Trade Vnionian, p. IQQ 
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and universities is that the present condition of the British 
people is relatively paradisial. The present generation of the 
British governing class continually congratulates itself that it is 
not as its grandfathers were. And it is true that the dramatic 
terrors of child torture and of industrial serfdom have been 
abolished. They have been abolished by a long scries of measm'es, 
every one oC which was obstinately and passionately resisted by 
tire capitalist class. Nor were the capitalists, from their point of 
view, mistaken in this resistance. For the legal restrictions of the 
hours of labour by the Factory Acts, the creation of an educa- 
tional system, and the development of a system of social services, 
were all in principle anti-capitalist measures. They were laws 
which limited, that is to say, that freedom of contract, between 
those who own and those who do not own the means of pro- 
duction, which is an essential feature of capitalism. They were 
all measures designed to prevent the rmmodifled operation of 
capitalism as a system. Both in theory and in practice they 
flouted the basic principles of capitalism. 

We are now habitually told that the enactment and, in a 
sense, successful operation of these measures of reform demon- 
strates the contention that capitalism can be so modified as to 
eliminate its abuses and yet preserve its general and effective 
principle of production for profit. This was not the view of the 
earlier spokesmen of capitalism. The men who resisted these 
reforms said that if they were enacted they would so curtail and 
burden the operations of capital as to slow down the whole profit- 
making system and thus, by causing wholesale dismissals of 
workers, create more misery than they abolished. For a time 
these prophecies of some of the best theorists and the ablest 
practical men of capitalism failed to materialize. But to-day we 
are beginning to realize that they were not devoid of substance. 

In capitalist Britain to-day torture by over-work has largely 
disappeared.’- An elaborate system of legal and Trade Union 
regulations of the conditions and remxmeration of work is in 
effect. And a system of insurances and pensions alleviates the 

Or rather, ire should nndte torture by immoderately long hours of work has 
ImgSly disappeared. For, above oil in the United States, but also now and to on 
ever Inerealmg estent in Britain, the pace set in suesh great plants as those of 
Mr. Ebcd is so great that the Iwgtb of time irideb a wodesr remains in his 
ottrerwisc attisoUve employment is said to average under one yea^. 
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miseries of those who are denied work. These great reforms have 
in themselves immensely benefited the British workers; but they 
have not done so to anything approaching the extent that was 
expected of them, and to-day they are beginning to benefit the 
British workers less and less. For to the torture of destitulion 
combined with racking overwork has succeeded the torture of 
destitution combined -with enforced idleness. No infernal scenes 
of six-year-old children working for fifteen hours a day under 
the lash can be found in modern Lancashire. But walk the back 
streets of its cities, where the physical decay of almost every 
house proclaims the ruin of the “ great industry,” and you will 
discover a slower but hardly less awful torture of the men, 
women, and children of Lancashire. A gentle torture of enforced 
idleness, a listlessness and aimlessness bom of under-nourishment 
combined with the frustration of every possibility of creative 
effort — ^these are the conditions of life to which the attempt to 
reform the capitalist system without abolishing it has in the 
end brought considerable and growing sections of the British 
working class. 

No doubt it would be a far less terrifying prospect to be bom 
the child of an unemployed weaver of Lancashire to-day than it 
was to be bom the child of a ruined hand-loom weaver of the 
same county in 1800. To-day your prospect would be physical 
and mental stunting by periodic under-noiu-ishment, over- 
crowding, and deprivation of light and air. From your fourteenth 
year you would probably experience more or less permanent 
idleness, varied by occasional casual labour. You would almost 
certainly receive enough of one sort of relief or another to prevent 
any great danger of actual starvation. It would be a far less 
terrifying prospect, but it would be a far more hopeless one. 
For we must not forget that if the child of a worker in 1800 some- 
how survived into manhood a considerable degree of oppor- 
tunity was open to him. Industrialization was going forward at 
an ever-accelerating speed. The possibility of a worker’s son 
acquiring a substantial share of the means of production (as 
Owen didi), and becoming a capitalist was, as always, very 

1 But Owen was the son of a skilled handicraft worker, a sndler, in a still agil- 
Qultuia] district. This was a very difierent thing from beina bom the son of a 
worker in one of the new industries or of a worker in one of the old industries, 
such as hand-loom weaving, whioh were being destroyed. 
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small, bat it existed. And the opportunity to become a com- 
paratively weD paid, skilled worker, overseer or manager was, 
no doubt, considerable. At any rate, society would not then, as 
it does so often now, meet the worker with a blank refusal to give 
him any opportunity of advancement. 

But, it will be suggested, is it not true that there was, at any 
rate for Britain and America, an intermediate period when the 
horrors of capitalism’s youth had been abolished, and our con- 
temporary horrors, caused by capitalism’s decay, had not 
begun ? Was there not a period in the latter half of the nineteenth 
century when British capitalism in particular provided the mass 
of the working class with very much better conditions than it 
has ever done before or since ? 

If we were to judge by the degree to which British capitalism 
succeeded in that period in acquiring the support of the workers, 
we should suppose that it greatly improved their conditions. 
But the facts do not support this conclusion. This was the very 
period in which elaborate investigations into the living condi- 
tions of the British workers were xmdertaken. For example, it 
was at the very apex of this, the most triumphant period of 
British capitalism (in 1866), that Charles Booth started his 
famous investigation into the Laboair and Life of the People, and 
discovered that the conditions of both were degraded beyond 
his belief,^ 

The social investigators of that period discovered that there 
stretched beneath and all about them an ocean of hmnan misery 
of which neither they nor anyone else articulate in Britain had 
any knowledge. At the very zenith of the prosperity of British 
capitalism there existed a vast and dark region of hunger, in- 
security, and perpetual overwork from which no cry arose. The 
millions of unskilled, unorganized, uneducated men and women 
who inhabited it had no way of making their point of view 
articulate; indeed, they had no way of becoming fully conscious 
themselves that they had a distinct and separate point of view. 

^ IVom 18S0 CHtwacds there also asipeAced a aeiles of autboritaUve Government 
lepoets desocibing the conditions of the life and work of the wage-camlng popula- 
tlw, e.g. the aum ef r^rta of the Child ISmplDyinent ConumaBion: the annual 
reports of the hiapeetoni appointed under tire Faototy Aots, and the seven Puhlio 
Health Hepoifa. It was from these untsopcaobahle aomees that Marx drew hia 
deadly quotations in the 0cat volume of CutpUd. 
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Their minds were almost as perfectly enslaved as their bodies: 
they kissed the imperial rod by which they were ruled, and tried 
to nourish themselves upon their barmecidal share in the enor- 
mous prosperity which surrounded them. Their silence and 
acquiescence were due, not to any adequate improvement in the 
lot of the majority of the working class, but to special causes 
which we shall investigate in the next chapter. 



Chapter XXVI 


The Conditions of the Working Class under Capitalism 


The conditions of the British workers have twice altered deci- 
sively since the rise of capitalism.^ From 1800 to 1830 the horrors 
of early industrialism continued subsLanlially unallcviated. For 
if the conditions of the wage workers wci’c in some respects 
improved, as by the gi-adual limitutioit of child labour, in other 
respects they grew 'W'orse. (By the imposition of the new Poor 
Law in 1838, for example.) But from 1850, or, to be precise, from 
the siormounting of the complex and severe crisis of 1848, with 
the repeal of the Corn Laws and the passage of the Ten Hours 
Act, British capitalism got fairly into its stride. From that time 
onwards it succeeded in raising somewhat the general level' of 
the ivholc working class, and in substantially improving the 
conditions of a sub-class of skilled workers. The wages of these 
skilled workers rose steadily from 1850 to 1875, and their Trade 
Union organizations were gradually and reluctantly, but in the 
end effectively, granted the right to speak in their name and to 
protect their interests. From 1876 onwards the increase in the 
money wages of the skilled workers became much slower and, in 
some cases, ceased. But to compensate for this a steady and 
substantial decline in prices began, so that the rise in real wages 
continued steadily, and even at an accelerated pace, until 1900. ‘ 

1 It would, DO doubt, be preferable to describe tlie coaditlona of the working 
class in all the well developed capitalist states, or, at any rate, to make a com- 
parative study of those ronditioos in Britain since 1860 and America since 1805, 
Both for reasons of space, liowever, and also for the snlBclent reason that I have 
neither the theoretical nor the praotlcal knowledge necessary to write of working 
class conditions elsewhere, this chapter contains an estimate of the conditions 
of the British working class alone. We can safely asaiuno that where workinff 
class conditions nnder oapitolisin have greatly deviated from those of the Britisn 
workers they have been worse rather than l^ter. 

* The late Ur. Theodore RoUisteln, in his indispensable work, Vnm Gliartism 
10 Z/tAowUm (bawrence & Wisbart), makes 1875 an important turning-point in 
the economic fortunes of the Britl^ working class. Be is intent to prove that 
the teaetjortary, non-political Trade Unionism of the British workers during the 
last quarter of the nineteenth century foiled even in its own limited purpose of 
raising the standard of life of the skilled workers. Accordiagly, he devote two 
elaborately documented chapters entitled ” The Fndta ofOpportunism " to 
showing that money ws^es cessed to tiw appreciably altm 1875. He then Elates 
iqpon the undeniable sloth and arrogance of the British Trade tlnlon Imtdetsblp 
Iretween 1870 and 1800. 

But in the following chapter, which he calls ’* The Boots of OpportuniAin,” he 
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This was the period of general working class acquiescence in 
capitalism. For the new and alone articulate sub-class, consist- 
ing of skilled workers in the basic industries, the engineers, the 
cotton operatives, the hewers in the coal pits, and the skilled iron 
and steel operatives, had little or nothing in common either with 
their own fathers, who had laboured and suffered in the first half 
of the century, or with the unskilled workers of their own day, 
who were labouring and suffering sLill, If the whole British 
working class had shared in the outrageous conditions of life and 
labour endured by the unskilled, their helpless resignation would 
have been inconceivable. If the highly skilled, organized workers 
in the great basic industries had been subjected to conditions 
even similar to those endured by the rest of the working class, a 
formidable anti-capitalist working class movement would 
certainly have arisen. 

For the skilled, organized workers in the great industries are 
the natural leaders of a working class. And, in fact, until 1850, 
when the conditions of the skilled, organized workers were not 
greatly superior, a formidable anti-capitalist movement did, as 
we shall see, exist. It was not until British capitalism succeeded 
in raising, it is hardly too much to say, half out of the working 
class, a whole section of the workers, by giving them relatively 
very favourable conditions, that this movement of revolt against 
capitalism was checked. But between 1850 and 1900 the British 
capitalists, by thus dividing the working class, by isolating the 
mass from its natural leaders, succeeded in winning from the 
British workers a greater' degree of acquiescence than has ever 
been given to capitalism by any other working class ah any other 
time. (With the exception, perhaps, of the American working 
class between 1921 and 1929.) 

The acquiescence of the British workers in capitalism proved 

is natuiaJlv constrained to enquire why it was that the alleged failure of their 
leaders to do anything for them did not provoke a more substantial movoment 
of revolt amongst the rank and file of the sldUed workers. He discovers an explana- 
tion in the fact that from 1876 to 1900, whilst money wages remained almost 
constant, prices, more especiidly of working class necessities, fell by 40 to 50 per 
cent. Real wages Increased, then, by this substantial amount. 

Hence be is forced in this chapter to destroy his own previous argmnent. For 
it is )ust as useful to the workers if their Trade Unions maintain their wages in 
a period of failmg piices as if they raise their wages in a period of constant prices. 
It is a tiiousand pities that Mr. Kothstein marred bu book with this abstinl bit 
of special pleading. 
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as transitory, however, as did the relatively satisfactory condi- 
tions of their upper section. 

Exactly in 1900, prices began to rise again, whilst wages failed 
increasingly to keep pace with them. For the first time in half a 
century the conditions of the British working class, including the 
skilled workers, began to deteriorate. And in just over two 
decades a new, apparently anti-capitalist, and undoubtedly 
working class, movement, such as had not existed in Britain since 
1850, had grown from nothing into the second largest political 
party in the state. 

The progress of this movement has, however, been eheeked and 
deflected by various and substantial economic and political con- 
cessions granted by the British capitalists to the workers. 
Between 1906 and 1914 the foundations of the present elaborate 
British system of social services were laid down. Health in- 
surance, old age pensions, and a very limited scheme of 
unemployment insurance were enacted. Immediately after the 
war this system of social services was widely extended. Housing 
subsidies were instituted, the number of Trade Boards (by which 
minimum wage rates are fixed in certain industries) were greatly 
increased, and, above all, a comparatively wide system of imem- 
ployment insurance was enacted. In subsequent years Old Age 
pensions have been increased, widows’ pensions created, and the 
provision of various forms of public relief extended. 

These reforms have been intended to prevent a sudden decline 
in the standard of life of the British working class. For if they 
had not been enacted the standard of life of the British workers 
wotild, no doubt, have fallen fast and far in the post-war years. 
The economic position of British capitalism, in spite of its 
victory in the war, had so deteriorated (basically for the reasons 
which we analysed in Fart I) that, if economic forces had been 
allowed free play, the British workers would have found their 
conditions of life regressing rapidly to those which their ancestors 
had endured before 1850. The fear that, if the British workers’ 
conditions should return to what they then were, so also would 
their opinions, has driven the British govemingclass to take more 
elaborate measures for the maintesaance of the standard of life 
of the workers than have ever been taken by any other capitalist 
class in any country. ‘ 
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But how, the reader will object, was the economically hard- 
pressed British governing class able to afford to prop up the 
workers’ standard of life by extended social services ? The answer 
is that the funds out of which the British social services are paid 
come, in the ultimate economic analysis, not from competitively 
derived profit, every penny of which is now urgently needed to 
maintain an adequate rate of profit on the British capitalists’ 
vast total capital, but from monopolistic, scmi-feudal tribute 
derived from Britain’s vast dependent Empire. The exploitation 
of a whole sub-continent such as India, in which wealth is to a 
large extent taken from the workers and peasants by direct, 
monopolistic methods, without the check of effective com- 
petition, modifies the working of the laws of capitalism in 
favour of the British capitalists — so long as they possess their 
Empire. 

When we examine the workings of the British economic system 
to-day we are confronted with a situation which has similarities 
to the economy of the later Roman Empire as well as to that of 
a normal, typical capitalist system, in which the ordinary laws 
of a competition are still almost exclusively predominant. If the 
British capitalists had no other way of extracting their wealth 
than by the normal workings of competitive capitalism, they 
would not have a penny to spare for concessions to the British 
workers. But the dependent Empire, by allowing them to sell a 
substantial proportion of their exports well above their price of 
production, since they sell in semi-monopoly conditions, provides 
them with a fund which can, and is, used to prevent the British 
workers from becoming desperate. “ Fanis et circenses ” are 
distributed in the old Roman way, although in money instead of 
kind. Marx has a very suggestive comment (written in 1877) in 
this connection. He says that at the end of the Republican period, 
the Roman, like the English, peasants lost their land to the 
landlords (who also became possessed of money capital), and thus 
became “ free ” men, apparently only able to live if they were 
employed by these landlords. The stage seemed set for the birth 
of Roman capitalism, for its pre-condition, viz. the concentra- 
tion of the means of production in a few hands and the consequent 
appearance of a propertyless mass, was accomplished. But capi- 
talism did not appear. The Roman prolettuians, instead of 
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becoming ■wage workers, became, as Marx puts it, “ a mob of 
do-nothings,” maintained by doles from the public treasury. 
(Meanwhile slaves carried on the produetive system.) But this 
development was only possible because Rome had laid the 
whole world in tribute, and so had available apparently inex- 
haustible funds out of which to maintain her proletarians in 
idleness. Can anyone deny the lesemblance of this situation to 
that of contempoiary Britain ? When the British governing class 
congratulates itself, as it docs not cease to do, on the quiescence 
of the dole-maintained workers of the “ distressed areas,” does 
it ever reflect on what it is endeavouring to make of the British 
people ? 

However, the economy of modern Britain resembles only very 
partially that of ancient Rome. Capitalism did come to birth in 
Britain. Over 80 per cent of the British proletariat are still wage 
workers, not dole drawers. i Above all, the British Empire does 
not reign unchallenged over the whole civilized world as Rome 
once did. On the contrary, her power and her wealth are, as we 
saw, acutely challenged everywhere both by other powerful and 
ravenous capitalist empires and by increasing intransigence on 
the part of the colonial peoples. Hence the ability of the British 
capitalists to keep theii' workers quiet with timely doses of bread 
and circuses is relatively limited. 

It has been essential for the British governing class, if they 
would prevent the growth of a new revolutionary movement 
amongst the w’orkers, not only to provide a minimum subsistence 
for the worst-off workers, but to continue to maintain a favoured 
.sub-section in work and good wages. And this also they have so 
far succeeded in doing. There stUl exists in Britain a distinct 
sub-class of better-paid, better-treated, workers whose point of 
view may be expected to differ from that of the mass of their 
class. But this elevated sufa-section is not composed of workers 
in the same trades as it was from 1850 to 1900. Then the favoured 
workers were engaged in the great staple industries of coal, 
cotton, shipbuilding, and general engineering. The conditions of 
these workers have now immensely deteriorated. Some of them, 

^ Nor, of coone, oie there anythlDg like so per dent of permanently unemployed 
workece. Seven per eent or S per cent would be nearer the figure of what might 
be caUed the permanently unemployed, he. of workers who get no opportmity 
of work for years together. 
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notably the skilled miners, have ahnost sunk to the conditions of 
unskilled labourers. All of them are decimated by unemployment. 
Rut in their place there has arisen a distinct class of favoui'ed 
■workers, concentrated geographically in the South of England, 
especially around London, and engaged chiefly m light, secondary 
industries. To them must be added a substantial and ever- 
growing body of relatively -well-paid workers engaged in luxury 
trades, producing services rather than goods, for the jiroperty- 
owning class of the imperial metropolis. 


What must be our estimate of the net effect of these vaiious 
counteracting influences upon the present conditions of the 
British workers? Have their conditions regressed to those 
which they endured before 1850 ? Or has the progress made 
between 1850 and 1900 been continued ? Taking the broadest 
and most general view, and disregarding all secondary move- 
ments, I incline to the following estimate of the contemporary 
(1936) condition of the British working class: It would be 
untrue to suggest that there has been any general regression to 
pre-1850 standards. On the other hand, the general improvement 
of the standard of life provided by British capitalism, which 
lasted half a centuiy, stopped in 1900 and has never been 
resumed. Would it, then, be true to say that there has been 
some general regression, although not to the level of the first 
half of the nineteenth centmy, during the last thirty-five 
years ? 

This is an extremely diilicult question to answer; indeed, the 
answer must depend on what weight the enquirer attaches to 
particular factors. For some of the conditions of the British 
■woz'kers have notably improved in the last thirty-five years, 
w'hilst others have as notably deteriorated. Let us take the 
credit side of the account first. The level of real wages remains 
the predominant factor in determining the working class stan- 
dard of life. Money wages were calculated by the Labour 
Research Department, using ofllcial figures, ^ to have been, at the 
end of 1984), 179 per cent of what they were in 1900. The Ministry 
of Labour’s cost of living figure stood at that time at IGO per cent 

zsee TAe Tom Clastes (L.R.D., 2<f.). 

La 
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of 1900, So that ou this basis there had been, for employed 
workers, an appreciable increase in real wages. ^ In addition, 
there has been a substantial, although varying, reduction in 
hours of work. A relatively comprehensive system of social 
services including, above all, unemployment benefit, old age 
pensions, health insurances, and improved educational facilities 
has been established. Finally, dwellings (for perhaps seven or 
eight million persons) of a very mucli superior type to anything 
which has e\er before been available to the British workers® 
have been built. Another and usually neglected source of 
increased incomes is the increase of the number of workers 
employed, or seeking employment (and often, therefore, entitled 
to unemployment benefit), per family, due to the fall in the birth 
rate and to the increase in women's employment. (The extent of 
this increase can be exaggerated, however. For there has been 
an offsetting decrease in women’s employment due to the 
decline of the textile industry.) 

On the debit side must be set first the formidable increase in 
the incidence of unemployment. As no national statistics of the 
number of unemployed existed before 1921, it is again impossible 
to make any exact comparison. But it seems probable that un- 
employment is nearly four times as great as it was thirty-six 
years ago.® Three or four decades before that, unemployment 
was probably much lower, while the rate seems to have almost 
doubled in the last six or seven years. Thus unemployment 
seems to have been gi'owing steadily during the whole of this 
century, and to be growing to-day at a sharply accelerating 
speed.* 

The Labour Research Department pamphlet cited above 

^ .sir Jolin Orr's report (eee below) stows tltat Uiere has been an uicreosc of 
(1 per cent m the total qalones of food eaten Mr bead per day by the popidatian 
Minra 1009, and on Inoreasc of ii., per cent in the consumption of animal fats. 
Wluioi the reader has seen the extreme Inadequacy of the piesent diet of thi, 
[lopufation (ace p. 38S), ho will realue what it must have been like in 190D. 

® It Is not so much that the houses themselves are superior os that, being 
(up tilt 1031] for the most port publlrly' built, the housing estates arc decently 
pl^cd and spaced so that tlie iuiases fiave gtirdeiiH, light, and cur. 

® Btor Trade Union tvcotds show that tlie number of ibeir inonihers wlu) 
sollkired froia unemploytiteat seldoiu rose to S per cent, whilst between 10 per 
cent niaH ^ per cent cd the insured population are to-day unemployed In what 
w a» assured U a time of great prosperity. 

* tn these comparisons wi> mast ignore the cyotwai Huctnatioiisi we uttisl, that 
IS to say, eompare Inom with boomt and slump with slinnp. 
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attempts to correlate the increase of unemployment with the 
rise in the real wages of the employed workers since 1900. At 
the end of 1984 the percentage of insured workers unemployed 
was 17 ‘7 per cent. Thus the total weekly earnings of the working 
class as a whole, taking employed and unemployed together, 
were only 82*3 per cent of 179 per cent of their 1900 earning. 
In other words, the working class’s money earnings in 1934 were 
145*5 per cent of what they were in 1900. But m 1934 the cost 
of living was, we repeat, 160 per cent of what it was in 1900. So 
that the real earnings of the working class in 1984 were only 
91-1 per cent of what they were in 1900. According to this 
calculation, the growth of unemployment since 1900 has con- 
verted a rise of 19 per cent in real wages for the employed 
workers into a drop of 9 per cent in the real earnings from wages 
of the working class as a whole. The calculation avowedly takes 
no account of the growth of social services, which must be set 
against this drop of 9 per cent in earnings from wages.^ 

In any case, however, the effect of the enormous increase in 
the level of unemployment which has taken place in the last 
thirty-six years cannot be fully shown in figures. The growth of 
insecurity for the whole working class, including those who 
seldom or never have themselves been unemployed, is perhaps 
its most serious feature. Its sheer economic effect has, of course, 
been mitigated by unemployment insurance benefit, as indeed il 
liad to be, if the stark alternative of starvation or revolt was 
not to be presented to considerable sections of the British 
workers. But benefit has always been kept sufficiently low, and 
sufficiently difficult to obtain, to make the life of the unem- 
ployed very wretched. It is certain that in those areas where 
unemployment has towered up to something approaching 80 per 
cent, aU the other gains which have been made by the working 
class have been entirely offset. 

The second adverse factor is the increased and increasing 
intensity of work. This has gone far to offset the decrease of 
hom^s. It is felt most, perhaps, in the hard-pressed industries, 
such as coal mining, but it extends to the prosperous industries 
such as motor-CEu: production and light engineering. Thirdi the 

^ It ia also clearly jinperfect Ip that It lakes no accopnt of uaeioployment ui 
1800 , whioh wtt') quite appreciable. 
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system of social services has lately been itself curtailed. Begin- 
ning -with the extension of miners’ hours in 1926, and continuing 
with the tightening up of the conditions of the receipt of unem- 
ployment benefit, and the imposition of a family means test on 
its recipients, a series of measures have in the past ten years 
reversed the tendency to extend the social services which had 
existed ever since 1900, 

I shall not attempt to strike a balance between these counter- 
acting factors. But, even if we were to come to the conclusion 
that, on the whole, the condition of the British workers has 
never been appreciably better than it is to-day, then that 
would be a deadly comment upon the past record of British 
capitalism rather than a panegyric on its present achievements. 
For as soon as we examine it we find that the present condition 
of the great majority of the British workers, judged, not by a 
comparison with their former condition, but on any absolute 
standard of human need, is a very wretched one. 

The general level of pmchasing power of the class is best 
envisaged by the income figures, quoted in Chapter I, of an 
average of £25 a year pei' head, or a family income of £100 a 
year, for a family of four, for the ijoorer two-thirds of the 
British population. But such an average figure tells us little of 
the actual living standards of the eight million or so families 
which comprise the mass of the popitlation. The best available 
picture of their present situation is given in a report entitled 
Food, Health arid Income, by Sir John Boyd On* (Macmillan). 
This report is the result of an investigation conducted by 
official bodies such as the Rowett Institute and the Market 
Supply Committee. The object of this investigation was to show 
how much, and what kinds of, food the different sections of the 
British population were able to buy. For this purpose the 
population was divided in six groups according, not to the 
income received per family, but according to the income avail- 
able per head. Thus full account was taken of the decisive effect 
upon the amount of purchasing power available per head, of the 
number of earners in relation to the numb^ of dependants ^hich 
a family contains. The following table was compiled. 
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Table IV 

Classification of the Population by Income Groups and Average 
Food Expenditure per head in each Group 


Utoup 

Income per head 
per week 

Estimated aveiagc 
expenditure 
on food 

Estimated population 
of gioup 

Nmnbers Percentage 

1 

Up to lOs. 

4 s. 

4,500,000 

10 

II 

lOs. to L5s. 

fls. 

0,000,000 

20 

HI 

15s. to 20s. 

8s. 

0,000,000 

20 

rv' 

20s, to 30s. 

lOs. 

9,000,000 

20 

V 

30s. to 4Ss. 

12s. 

0,000,000 

20 

VI 

Over 4i5s. 

14s. 

•1,500,000 

10 

Average 

30s. 

Os. 


— 


The reader will see that Sir John Orr takes a much more 
favourable view of the total amount of income available to the 
poorer two-thirds of the population than does Mr. 0. R. Hobson 
(see p. 23). Mr. Hobson simply divided the number of non- 
income tax payers into the amount of the national income not 
subject to income tax. His result of £25 a year, or under lOy. a 
week, per head would clearly place a much larger percentage of 
the population in Group I that does the Orr report. (The dis- 
crepancy may be partly acemmted for by the fact that Sir John 
Orr makes no allowances for reductions in income due to sick- 
ness and short-time working. See Appendix V, p. 59.) In any 
case, w'e shall be in no danger of exaggerating the gravity of the 
position if we accept Sir John Orr’s figures of income distribu- 
tion. Sir John Orr is a skilled dietician. Here are his conclusions 
on the adequacy of the food which the above distribution of 
income will buy in the different groups. His standard of adequacy 
is, it should be explained, a diet such that no improvement in 
health could be expected by an increase in the quantity of any 
foodstuff contained in it. 

The average diet of group T is inadequate for health in aU 
the constituents considered; group H is adequate only in 
total proteins and total fat; gproup HI is adequate in energy 
value, protein and fat, but below standard in minerals and 
vitamins; group IV is adequate in iron, phosphorus and 
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vitamins, but probably below standai’d in calcium; group V 
has an ample margin of safety in everything with the possible 
exception of calcium; in group VI the standard requirements 
are exceeded in every case.” 

(Orr Report, pp. 33 and 36.) 

Sir John On* and his colleagues are public servants. Hence we 
may say that in 1930 the British Government announced that 
10 per cent of the British people were getting inadequate 
quantities of every kind of food, and that a further 20 per cent 
gut inadequate quantities of all the body-building and health- 
preserving foods. Thus 13,500,000 British subjects, 80 per cent 
of the entire population, are very seriously under-nourished. 
Another 20 per cent (Group III) get inadequate minerals and 
vitamins: another 20 per cent get enough of everything except 
calcium (which means in practice that tlie one important food- 
stuff of which they cannot afford an adequate supply is milk); 
the next 20 per cent have plenty of everything except milk, but 
hardly enough of that, while only the top 10 per cent of the 
population enjoy real plenty. 

Tlie situation is, moreover, more serious in one respect than 
these facts and figures would suggest. For the number of children 
in the lower income groups is very large. Sir John Orr tells us 
that no less than 20 to 25 per cent of all the children in the 
CDuntT)'’ are in tire first group, which has an average income of 
itoder lOs. a week per head, and which, he calculates, can spend 
no more than 4s. per head on food, (The British Ministry of 
Health calculated, in 1088, that 5s. Ijd. was the minimum sum 
necessary to buy a week’s supply of food just capable of sustain- 
ing one person, while the British Medical Association put the 
figure at Ss. 10|d.} He does not calculate what proportion of the 
nation’s children are in the first two groups taken together, but 
it seems probable that, if 20 per cent to 25 per cent are in the 
bottom 10 per cent of the population, at least 50 per cent must 
be in the bottom 80 per cent of the population. Jnd tlie tvhoh of 
Ihie 30 per rent of the population U vwible to buy an adequate 
euppljf of those bodydtuUdingfoQde lehieh gromng children impera- 
liuely ncM. Thus it seem.s probable that one half of the chUdreu 
at one of the two richest capitalist communities in tlie world, 
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which has developed an extraordinary capacity for wealth 
production, cannot get an adequate supply of the uiosl 
elementary of all human necessities, food. ^ 

The Orr report gives us an indication of the amount of this 
deficiency by listing the percentage increases in the consumption 
of various foodstuffs which would be neceasai’y to raise the 
amount of food eaten by the rest of the population to the amount 
actually eaten to-day by the richest 10 per cent of us, whose 
diet is alone wholly satisfactory. In order to have enough to eat, 
the British people would have to consume 8o per cent more milk, 
per cent more butter, 55 per cent more eggs, 124 per cent more 
fruit, 87 per cent more vegetables, 29 per cent more meat. It will 
be seen that neither bread nor potatoes are mentioned. This is 
because even the members of the lowest income group consume 
enough bread and potatoes, if they could buy enough of other 
foodstuffs. But, as Sir John Orr notices, this group does not eat 
any more bread or potatoes than do the groups above it, whicli 
eat far larger amounts of all the other, more expensive, foods. 

It may be imagined that such deficiencies, particularly in the 
diet of children, must have a visible effect upon health. And so 
they do, According to the graph printed on p. 40 of the Orr 
report, elementary schoolboys of thirteen years of age average 
about 67 inches in height, while public school boys of the same 
age average 68 inches in height. (For the bwiefit of non -English 
readers it should be explained that elementary schools are state- 
provided schools for the working class, while public schools are 
private schools. They are schools, that is to say, reserved, as 


^ Competent pcofossianal authorilieu unite in disnusbiike the pleasant allega- 
tion (fmquently made in the eapitalist Press) that worloDg-class malnutriimii 
is not due to poverty, but to the ignoiance and folly of worldng-closs housewives. 
Thus Di. G. Cl M. M'Gonlgle (Medical OGSoer of Health for Stockton-ou-Teea) 
nnd Dr. J. Kirby, M.R.S,I., in their autlioritatlve study Poverty and Public Health 
(GoUancs, 6s.), swite: 

The statement is frequently made that more advantageous spending of small 
incomes is possible and that much existing undor-nouiisbinent is due to ignorance 
of marketing and of food values, combined with look of skill in cooldng, Carrol 
analysis of mod budgets shows that such statements are, to a very large extent, 
wide of the mark, . . . Graphs have been prepared showing the quantities of 
various foqdstuHs puiehosed py families at each income level . . . they are clearly 
indicative of the sound knowledge of the elements of satisfiiotoTy meteUcs pos- 
sessed by women of the working classes. The rule of thumb methods used by 
these women work well, and it is doubthil if education in the principleg of nutri- 
tion would enable them inateriaily to improve the nutritional condition of their 
fkmmes.” 
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Sir John Orr estimates, almost exclusively for boys coming from 
the richest 10 per cent of the population.) Thus a difference of 
fi inches in height at the age of 13 years appears to be associated 
with the difference between adequate and inadequate diet. 

There are, of course, many diseases, such as rickets, the 
incidence of which is known to be closely associated wdth in- 
adequate diet. Unfortunately, however, there seems to be no 
objective standard by which the question of whether or not a 
given child is in fact rickety can be judged. For example, the 
medical advisers of the T.ondon County Council robustly an- 
nounced in 1988 that only 0-3 per cent of children in London 
County Council schools suffered from rickets. On the other hand, 
a Board of Educatiop report, published in 1981 (Committee on 
Adenoids and Enlarged Tonsils, 2 Interim Report) stated that 
a special examination of 1,688 imselected school children had 
showed one or more signs of rickets to be present in 87-5 per 
cent of the children examined. It is clear that we have here no 
possible standard of reference. 

In the case of one disease closely associated with inadequate 
diet, namely antemia, an objective standard does exist, however. 
It is possible to measure the haemoglobin content of the blood. 
A healthy child should have a hcemoglobin value of at least 90. 
In “ a routine medical inspection group,” which represents, it 
seems, an average sample of the children of the working popula- 
tion, 25 per cent of the children examined had a hsemoglobin 
value of under 70, and in a group of children taken from the 
poorest sections of the popxdation 48 -5 per cent had a haemo- 
globin value of under 70, In Newcastle an investigation was 
carried out on children of pre-school age (under five years). Of 
the children from the poorest class who were examined 28 per 
cent were anaemic and of the children, taken from the well-to-do 
class none were antemic. 

We do not possess comparable statistics for adults and their 
diseases. But the Registrar-General’s report for 1927 shows that 
the mortality from tuberculosis was nearly three times as high 
amongst the low paid, unskilled workers as in the higher ranks 
of business and professional life. We do, however, possess one 
important piece of evidence as to the general condition of health 
of the adult male population. This evidence was obtained by 
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tile National Service Medical Boards which examined the men 
of military age in the years 1917 and 1018. The report of these 
Boards sums up its conclusions as follows: “Medical examination 
showed that, of every nine men of military age in Great Britain, 
on the average three were perfectly fit and healthy; two were 
upon a definitely inferior plane of health and strength, whether 
from some disability or some failure in development; three were 
incapable of undergoing more than a very moderate degree of 
physical exertion and could almost (in view of their age) be 
described with justice as jibysical wrecks; and the remaining 
man was a chronic invalid with a precarious hold on life.” 
(Quoted in Poverty and Public Health, by G. C. M. M'Gonigle 
and J. Kirby.) In a word, all the available evidence tends to 
show that the malnutrition of a very substantial proportion of 
the population has just the effect which we should expect it to 
have; it first stunts the workers as children, and then renders 
them far more susceptible to disease than they need be in adult 
life. 

We have devoted attention to the expenditure upon food of 
the British working class to-day because we can easily deduce 
from its level of food-buying what the other living conditions 
of any group of persons must be. For food is the prime necessity : 
men Avill, rightly, go without everything else, including adequate 
sheltei’ or clothing, before they will go without adequate food. 

Such, then, are the conditions^in which live the working mass 
of the population of the oldest, most fully developed and, in 
many respects, richest capitalist empire in the world. It is true 
that the conditions which the Orr report reveals probably repre- 
sent an improvement over the pre-war conditions of the British 
workers, and certainly represent a substantial improvement over 
their conditions throughout the nineteenth century. Hence the 
main defence that can be made for the present semi-starvation 
of 80 per cent of the population, and the malnutrition of at least 
another 20 per cent, is that, in the past, British capitalism has 
starved even more of its workers, and starved them even worse. 

We, however, are not primarily concerned with the question 
of whether or not the conditions of the workers have varied to 
a significant extent between different periods in the develop- 
ment of British capitalism. We have seen that there have been 



330 SOCIALISM AND THE WORKING CLASS 


considerable variations, but we have also seen that at the best 
level reached, which is probably that of to-day, their conditions 
remain abominable. The truth is that the lot of the great majority 
of those who in a capitalist society live by selling their ability to 
labour has always been, and still is, almost unendurable. 

This is why the working class is diivcii to become the chief 
agent of social change. It seeks to change society because it finds 
the lot assigned to it in existing society intolerable. This is the 
primary reason why all those who desire that society should be 
changed, and have envisaged more or less clearly the type of 
society which might take the place of capiLnlism, have come to 
realize that the only dynamic princijile capable of effecting this 
change is the resistance of the working class to the conditions 
of life assigned to it by capitalism. It is by infusing this resis- 
tance, which will take place in any case, with a full consciousness 
of the cause of the workers’ present miseries, and of the type 
of economic and social system which could end these miseries, 
that the change can be effected. 

Note. — I hazard the following suggestion for a comparative 
study of the living conditions of the British and American 
working class. The later, although more rapid, development of 
American -^capitalism may have produced conditions for the 
mass of the American workers in the latter part of the nineteenth 
eentmsy roughly analogous to the conditions suffered by the 
British workers in the eighteen-thirties and forties. For the 
violently, if blindly, anti-capitalist movements of the American 
workers in the latter half of the nineteenth century bear a 
recognizable resemblance to the British working class movements 
before 18S0. In particular, the meteoric career of the Owenitc 
Grand National Consolidated Trades Union (sec next chapter) 
in the thirties is strikingly analogous to the equally bnef and 
meteorie career of the American Knights of Labour in the sixties 
and the seventies. (This resemblance is pointed out by the Webbs 
in tlteir History oj Trade Unionism, p. 135 note.) And there is 
a similar resemblance between many aspects of Chartism and 
t^he LW.’W.' (On the other hand, the existence of free land, aU 
tht<i)Ugh« this period, in America prevented the growth of any 
movemiont of equal scope and depth tb Chartism.) Moreover, 
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just as the British revolutionary movements were swallowed up 
in the mighty surge of the development of British rapitalism 
between 1850 and 1900, and weic succeeded by a pro-capitalist 
trade uniunistn, so the Knights ol Labour and the I.W.W, were 
submerged in the 1000-29 prosperity of America, and were 
succeeded by the equally pro-capitalist American Federation of 
Labour. Again, the prosperity which caused this transformation 
was in America, as in Britain, a prosperity largely coniined to 
the skilled, organized workers — & prosperity which left largely 
unameliorated the conditions of the great mass of the unskilled 
labourers. On this reckoning, 1929 in America would correspond 
to 1880-1900 in Great Brilain. HenCe we may now confidently 
expect the emergence of an American working class and anti- 
capitalist movement. 
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The Worhing Claes Begins to Think 

Robeut Oavun, having conceived of the idea of communism and 
socialism, wasted his life because he failed to make adequate 
contact with the working class movement of resistance to 
capitalism. But the working class movement of Owen’s lifetime 
failed because (amongst other reasons) it did not malce adequate 
contact with the idea of communism and socialism. 

Between 1850 and 1900, Marx and Engels effected the synthesis 
between the idea and the movement; but this happened too late 
for their e.sscntial discoveries to be used by the working class 
during the first half of the nineteenth century. Indeed, the 
gropings of the British workers before 1850 wei‘e an essential 
factor in enabling Marx and Engels to discover the types of 
political activity by which capitalism can be abolished and 
socialism established. Hence it is essential that -we should pay 
attention to the ideas and actions of those early working class 
leaders who, before 1850, strove, though never with complete 
success, to achieve an adequate conception, of the goal of working 
class action and who, with a much greater measure of success, 
fought and toiled to organize the resistance of the working class 
to capitalism. 

Chartism was the principal, although not the only, anti- 
capitalist movement to be generated by the sufferings of the 
early generations of British workers. A scries of movements, 
taking different forms, sprang from the British working class 
between 1800 and 1850. And each one of these movements was 
met and suppressed by a prolonged governing class terror. 
Indeed, it must be clear that a working class could only have 
been forced to submit to such miseries as those alluded to in a 
preceding chapter by a policy of terror. This terror reached its 
culmination in the decade between 181 5 and 1825. But it had 
started as early as 1T99 (when the right of association in Trade 
Unions, which had existed aU through the eighteenth century, 
was withdrawn), and it continued right through the eighteen- 
thirties and forties, only ending after 1850, when British capital- 
ism began rapidly to solve its difficulties. 
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Thus the reign of terror of British capitalism lasted a full 
half-century. It was, however, on modern standards, relatively 
mild. For example, the famous six Dorsetshire labourers who 
tried to form a trade union were not beheaded, as they would 
be in modem Germany, but merely sentenced to transporta- 
tion. A number of British workers were executed, however, 
and a very large number imprisoned for long periods, for anti- 
capitalist activities during this period. It is only by modern 
German, Polish, Californian, or Italian standards that the 
number of prosecutions can be considered small, or the sentences 
mild. Wc are fully justified then, in describing these years as 
years of terror ; for tlie British government’s essential policy 
between 1800 and 1850 consisted in preventing the working 
class by means of executions, imprisomnents, and transporta- 
tions, from infiuencing public policy. During the first fifty years 
of the existence of British capitalism it was not possible to win 
any degree of consent from the working class, and it was neces- 
sary for the governing class to rule by force. 

The success of the British government’s fifty years’ terror 
aptly illustrates both the possibilities and limitations of this 
method of class rule. The terror did not in itself enable the con- 
temporary British capitalists to solve their economic problems. 
It did not enable them to surmount the cyclical crises that 
struck them, or to avoid having to impose such vile conditions 
upon the workers as to cause Hieir resistance. Nor would it, if 
the economic conditions which necessitated it had endured, 
have prevented that resistance from tuiiung into ultimately 
successful revolt. But the policy of terror did give the British 
capitalists time in which to lay down a firm foundation for their 
system, and thus gradually to solve, for a period, their economic 
problem. 

We may perhaps make a generalization in this connection. 
If the situation of a ruling class is basically sound (as was that 
of the British capitalists in the early nineteenth century) : if 
their characteristic economic system still has a period of develop- 
ment before it, a policy of terror can succeed. It can tide over 
periods of crisis due to the. early growing pains inevitable to 
any economic system ; it can give time for the slow but steady 
iiiipravetnent which will certainly occur if the economy, in 
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question has not exhaiisted its possibilities of growth. The resis- 
tance of the subject class can be held in check until the conditions 
which are generating that resistance become ameliorated. Tii 
these historical circumstances the familiar vievr that repression 
and terror never succeed in their object is unfounded. 

There are conditions, however, in which this view is correct. 
No policy of terror can permanently maintain in power a govern- 
ing class whose characteristic economic system has exhausted 
its possibilities of development. If the general, secular curve of 
the economy has turned downwards, if its recurrent crises arc 
becoming graver and more prolonged, instead of slighter and 
shorter; if each period of recovery is less, instead of more, stable, 
and has to be purchased by more painful sacrifices imposed 
upon the subjected class, then no repression, however efficient 
and ferocious, can succeed. For the movement of revolt springs 
up anew each time that it is beaten down, and springs up more 
quickly and more strongly. There is no chance of the eradica- 
tion of the causes of revolt, since the conditions of the subjected 
class cannot be ameliorated.* 

The movements of revolt of the British workers before 1850, 
and the ideas which these movements generated, arc of the 
highest importance. For they afiord the first examples in history 
of the activity of a working class. It would be beyond our scope 
to attempt to describe the profoundly interesting, but relatively 
.small, scattered and sporadic working class activities of the 
early years of the century, such as the Corresponding Societies, 
the Spcncean Clubs and the Luddite movement. On a different 
scale to these was the sudden anti-capitaUst movement which 
fiosed up in the eighteen-thirties. This movement was distinct 
both from Chartism, which already existed, but which did not 
become dominant until a few years later, and from the Trade 
Unionism of the skilled handicraft workers, which had existed 
since the beginning of the eighteenth century. 

* £!v«n in these elreunislauceti a polhy uf lernu' can sitccet-d iu the sense tluit 
It CM prevent the sutdeoted eloiiA ftom cotninir to power and creating Its new 
coctwnw system. But terror oannot, in the almve bistotical citcumstaneet), 
suneced la preserving the power of the governing ahus. for its continued success 
merelty re^ts in tim eomtdOn nSn of mUi elMses. (Mont was carefni to note 
this possibl&ty; nhfe the pmumutisi Mtmifttlo.) There axe, however, specilfiu 
sdreumatOnees which make it oertain that this will not be the outcome of the 
puMMC sttv^lh hetween the capitalist and working classed 



THE \\’OUKING CLASS BEGINS TO THINK 335 


The movement ms organized in the “ Gran*] National Con- 
solidated Trades Union,” led, half rcluetantly and wholly dis- 
astrously, by Robert Owen. In it, tlierefore, the idea of Utopian 
communism, personified by Owen, made its first contact with 
the w’orking class movement of resistance to capitalism. How 
inadequate, precarious, and transient that contact was, the brief 
history of the Grand National Consolidated was to show. This 
extraordinary organization was founded in the year 1884, It was 
the culmination of a series of attempts to bring to birth a 
Trades Union, as opposed to a movement of Trade Unions. The 
grammatical distinction is important. For a Trade Union means 
an organization of men working at one particular trade, while 
a Trades Union means an organization uniting the workers of 
each and all of the different trades of the country. 

The formation of a Trades Union, as distinct from a Trade 
Union, is an idea which up till very recently haunted the 
imagination of the militant workers of the American continent — 
the idea of the One Big Union. Nowhere and at no time has this 
idea come nearer to realization than it did in Britain between 
•fanuary and July 1884. In the first few weeks of that year over 
half a million workers were enrolled in “ the Trades Union.” No 
part of England was left unaffected, and it was for the attempt 
to carry the Trades Union ” into a far-away, west country 
hamlet that tlie six Dorsetshire labourers were transported. The 
extreme rapidity of the growth of the Trades Union was due to 
the terrible disillusionment of the British workers at the result 
of the Reform Bill of 1882. By the threat of revolution the 
British workers had enabled middle class to force the 
aristocracy to share their power. And they were repaid by the 
New Poor Law* the most severe penal enactment under which 
the British workers have ever suffered. No wonder the workers 
nished into an organization which promised them protection, 
strength, and emancipation. 

The ideas which animated the tactics and strategy of the 
Grand National Consolidated Trades Union were confused and 
intimate. A Trades Union, as distinct from a Trade Union, is 
however, an implicitly revolutionary thing, An organization 
claiming to comprise, and to speak for, the whole working class 
is inevitably a challenge to the existence of capitalism. In a 
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sensej the spokesmen of the Grand National Consolidated 
Trades Union realized this fact: for tliey proclaimed revolu- 
tionary intentions. Their avowed purpose was to declare a 
general strike by which the capitalists should be expropriated 
and the means of production reassumed by the w'orking class. 
Their object was, they WTotc, “ not to condition " (i.e. bargain) 
“ with the master producers of wealth and knowledge for some 
paltry advance in the artificial money price in exchange for 
their labour, health, liberty, natiural enjoyment, and life; but to 
ensure to everyone the best cultivation of all their faculties and 
the most advantageous exercise of all then* powers.” 

In these fatally vague and typically Owenite phrases, the 
Grand National repudiated the ordinary fimction of a Trade 
Union and proclaimed itself a Trades Union, or union of trades, 
with aims which were flatly incompatible with the continuance 
of capitalism. It is interesting to observe how Owen found him- 
self at the head of this first great movement of the British 
working class. He had always refused to hove anything to do 
with either the political or the industrial agitation of the workers. 
Trade Unions were, he considered, as useless as political parties, 
for both were concerned with mere ” conditioning ” with the 
employers about hours and wages— a proceeding which could 
only prejudice the governing class against thenoselves under- 
taking their own abolition, as he had repeatedly advised them to 
do. Since, however, thc/eZo de se of the British capitalists tarried 
awhile, it was useful, Owren came to think, to organize examples 
of communism in practice, preferably, aa we saw, in the form of 
communist colonics; but, if that proved impossible, then by 
means of Producers’ Co-operative Societies, These .societies con- 
sisted of groups of workers who ceased w’otking for their em- 
ployers and, while still living in their own homes, began making 
goods for themselves, which they should exchange within the 
society according to the labour time involved in making them.^ 

1 At ibe reader will notice, Oirdn simply ignored the fact that the eeiential 
means of production were in the bands of the capitalists and were, therefore, 
inacoessible. But his mistake was not quite so glatmg as it would be io-day, for 
iu Um thirties of the last century a goM deal of production waa atill earned on 
on a handicraft basis, limee it was iiist possible for workers, in some eases, to 
aoiMpe together a few inadequate tools and a precarious supply of mw material, 
and to start up work on tilietr own. But they were never able, of course, io get 
liold of means of production adequate to give them a dbance of success in oompe- 
Uttoh wUh eapitmlst lodostiy. 
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This idea caught the imagination of the workers, and hundreds 
of these Producers’ Co-operative Societies were founded. 

The conception of Producers’, as distinct from Consumers’, 
Co-operative Societies recurs constantly to the working class 
as a method by i\ hich it may emancipate itself from capitalism. 
As such it is a delusion. It can never be possible for the workers to 
lay hold of sufficient means of production to start up in compe- 
tition with the capitalists by self-employing themseh’cs. More- 
over, as in the case of communist colonies (of which they are 
variants), if these economic difficulties did not renderthe success 
of Producers’ Co-operative Societies impossible, no capitalist 
class, while yet holding political power in its hands, would ever 
tolerate their growth. This does not mean, however, that the 
idea of Producers’ Co-operation — of groups of workers voluntarily 
associating themselves together for production on the basis of 
self-employment — is not of great value. For we now know that, 
once political power has been assumed by the workers, and the 
main industries of the country have been taken over by the 
community for operation on a planned basis, an important 
sphere of production is left available for Producers’ Co-operative 
Societies. As we saw in Part I, such Producers* Co-operative 
Societies exist in large munbers in the Soviet Union, living in the 
interstices of the great nationalized industries. Some three 
million Russian workers find their employment in them, and 
they carry on production for the market provided for them, both 
by the general consuming public and by the need of the great 
industries themselves for specialized goods, which it is still best 
to produce on a small scale. Moreover, as we saw, in agricultui'e, 
Producers* Co-^operative Societies have become the predominant 
form. Thus in this case also Owen’s concept was in itself no 
delusion: his error was to have overlooked the political trans- 
formation necessaiy to its realization. 

It was out of a federation of these Producers’ Co-operative 
Societies, and not out of the existing Trade Union movement, 
that the Grand National Consolidated Trades Union largely 
originaied. At least, tliat was how matters looked to Owen. It 
seemed to him that he was leading a mass movement of com- 
munist co-operators: that half a million people had suddenly 
become convm^ted to his ideas. Elated, he composed a programme 
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of immediate action by which the <xraiid National ( onsolidated 
should forthwith take over the entire industries of the country 
and run them on what wc should now call Syndicalist or Oiiild 
Socialist lines. “ This is the outline for individual trades — tliey 
shall be arranged in Companies or families : thus all those trades 
which relate to clothing shall form a company, such as tailors, 
shoemakers, hatters, milliners and mantua*makers; and all the 
different manufactures shall be aiTangcd in a similar way.” 
(From Owen’s newspaper. The Crins.) 

His biographer, Podmore, informs us that Owen explained 
later that he expected tlie employers to join these guilds them- 
selves, but wliether on the basis of the surrender of the owner- 
ship of their businesses or not lie does not say. This little detail is 
not clear to us — and possibly was not clear to Owen 1 As usual, 
Owen could not believe that any capitalist would object to so 
reasonable a proposal as the surrender of Ivis entire property in 
the means of production to common ownership, 

This is how the thing looked to Owen : but to many of its other 
leaders, some of whom were later to become prominent Chartists, 
the Grand National Consolidated was essentially a Trades 
Tnion, a centralized lighting organization of the working class, 
which should “ condition ” (i.e. bargain) with the employers over 
hours and wages, hut only as a step to their proximate expro- 
priation. A Trades Union was not a central organization of 
Trade Unions, of associations of workers according to theirtrades, 
that is to say — sudi as the Trades Union Congress is to-day. 
It was an all-inclusive organization of the Western One Big 
Union type, which everybody and anybody might join, whether 
by the affiliation of their existing organizations, such as co- 
operative societies or Trade Unions, or individnally. 

Now this conception of a Trades Union, or “ One Big Union,” 
with its inevitably revolutionary implications, is a step beyond 
ordinary Trade Unionism. It is on expression of the workers’ 
growing realization that, if they want to do more than ” condi- 
tion ” with their employers on hours and wages, they roust equip 
themselves with sonoe wider oiganization than a Trade Union, 
But the One Big Union succeeds in uniting the workers on an 
indij^tml basis alone. H the workers are to organize themselves 
as a class; if they are to set up an assooiation capable of 
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exercising power on their behalf, they must find a definitely 
political form of organization. 

They must in fact create a party, in the new and definite sense 
of that woi^d which we described in Chapter XV. For nothing 
but the construction of an organization of this type, equipped 
for every kind of political struggle, can enable the working class 
to take tlie power of the Stale out of the hands of the capitalists. 
And this, as wo have seen, is the preliminary to everything else. 

It was a very great achievement for the young British working 
class to have created an organization as inclusive as the Grand 
National Consolidated. But it was not enough. Its leaders had no 
adequate conception of what they wished to accomplish, or of 
tlie means they should use. Owen, their reluctant chief, had, if is 
true, a fairly clear conception of ultimate communism. But he 
had never had any conception of an intermediate stage of social- 
ism. And in 183J< he was momentarily obsessed with the illusory 
and misty syndicalist scheme which we have just described. 
It is doubtful if many of the members of the organization took 
much interest in Owen’s scheme. They were blindly in revolt 
against the tx'caehcry of their new rulers, who had promised 
them freedom and given them the workhouse. If they imagined 
at all the kind of society which they would establish when they 
overthrew the power of their employers, they probably dreamed 
of a return to pre-capitalist peasant and handicraft conditions. 

But the rank and file of the organization had, at any rate, a 
solid knowledge of the necessity for struggle against the em- 
ployers if they were to accomplish anything. Yet, as We have seen, 
Owen, and the other Owenitc leaders, expressly denied the 
necessity of any fom of struggle. They expected that the em- 
ployers would be just as ready as tlio workers to join in the work 
of abolishing capitalism. They felt that the only thing winch 
prevented anybody from being a communist was ignorance and 
misunderstanding, and that these difficulties would be met 
with amongst both the employers and the workers. No one was 
moJre surprised than they when half a million workers, and no 
employers, joined their organization I No one was more dis- 
mayed than they when the employers threw themselves witl^ 
relentless determination into the task of destroying the Grand 
National Consolidated Trades Union, 
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Nor did that task prove difficult. It was accomplished within 
six months by a series of lock-outs (of which “ the Derby Turn- 
outs ” of February 1884 was the most important) by which 
the employers simply dismissed all members of the Union. The 
Union's leadership was quite unprepared for such an attack: 
they perforce had to support their locked out members, but they 
had never thought out any general plan of campaign, any 
principles of strategy or tactics upon which to meet the em- 
ployers’ inevitable attack. They had not dreamed that any such 
attack was inevitable ; they felt that it must all be due to some 
terrible misunderstanding. With such leadership the struggle 
could have only one end. By August the Grand National Consoli- 
dated was in ruins, and its delegates, meeting in London under 
Owen’s presidency, wound up its affair.*! and passed a resolution 
in which they wrote that they had “ experienced much more 
opposition from the employers of industry and from the wealthy 
portion of the public, as well as from the Government, than its 
promoters anticipated.” Such ar^ the pitiable results of failing 
to realize that the workers, and the workers alone, will strive for 
the abolition of capitalism, and that the capitalists will 
inevitably resist their own expropriation with relentless energy.* 
The collapse of the Grand National Consolidated Trades 
Union marked the end of the first crude attempt to fuse the 
idea of communism, and socialism with the dynamic thrust of 
the workers’ resistance to capitalism. It showed bow disastrous 
was the leadership of a communist or socialist such as Owen who. 
although he had achieved a relatively clear conception of the 
right objective for the working class movement, had no idea 
of the necessary means of achieving that objective. 


The next movement of the British workers was led by men 
who, compared to Owen, had a remarkably cleat and realistic 
knowledge of the means necessary to the struggle to abolish 

1 This does not menn thftt the ^vgIkees will always and everywlietc strive to 
abolish capUallsm. As we liave seen, few of the British workers had any suoli 
impidse between 1850 and 1800, and some of the British workers and most of 
the Axaeiicao workers have' no suoh oonsdous impulse to-day — thouch both of 
them have the impulse to resUt the more and more intolerahle conditions of life 
which cnpltotisin Imposes on them. But it does mean tlmt no other class btit the 
workers wdl clleettvely uppose eapitsHsin. 
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capitalism. But, unfortunately, they lacked Owen's knowledge 
of the proper objective of that struggle. The Chartists leaders 
were for the most part not communists or socialists : they did not 
aim at establishing a new economic system of planned produc- 
tion for use, based upon the technical advances achieved by 
capitalism, but ratlier (in so far as they formulated their social 
objective at all) at returning to the pre-capitalist peasant 
society out of which capitalism had emerged. Yet it is in the 
witings and speeches of the Chartists that we discover the first 
substantial step towards the evolution of a characteristic working 
class body of political doctrine- In the person of the Chartist 
leaders the young working class began to think. And this thinking 
was an essential preparation for that all-important synthesis 
of the idea of communism and socialism, and the resistance 
of the workers to capitalism, which was to be effected immedi- 
ately aftei’ tbeir epoch. O’Connor, O’Brien, George Julian 
Harney and Ernest Jones, to mention four of the most talented 
of the Chartist leaders, actually discovered, although they 
failed to record their discovery in any systematic way, the nature 
of the political situation in any capitalist community. Their 
thinking marks the beginning of a genuine political science 
such as the academic political scientists of the capitalist world 
have never attained to. 

As early as 1819 a working class newspaper, Thu Black Dwarf, ^ 
was thus brilliantly satirizing Owen’s plans for communist 
colonies : 

“ ‘ See what a pretty plan I have drawn out on paper. 
And at what equal distances I have placed such and such 
buildings. How imposing they are. There are all the offices, 
attached and detached, that could be wished. There are 
.schools and lecture rooms, and Committee rooms and brew- 
houses and workhouses and granaries. There you will put 
the women, there the men and there the children. They Avill 
be called to dinner every day regtilarly, and they will be 
clothed and taught and not worked very much. Oh, how happy 
they mxttt be I There is nothing to prevent it whatever. 

i tVbat A oiBgiilQceat lUk> ItaelC « syttibol of class cansdoasnesg — Black 
Uwat^Uie ftuitory vcoifeer upon whom rests the whole of society I 
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All the bad passions will be eradicated and T should like, to 
live there myself. Nobody that understands it can for a moiripnl 
object to it. Why, there is to l)e a chapel in which only the 
truth is to he taught; and schools where nothing but useful 
knowledge is to be inculcated.’ ” 

(See Podmore’s Robert Owerit pp* 239- to.) 

The moment we begin to read these working class newspaijccs 
and speeches we leave behind us that immature element which 
mars so much of Owen's thought; ne enter the adult world. 

It can be no part of this book to attempt to write even the 
briefest history of the Chartist movement. Wc must limit our- 
selves to discerning the birth-pangs of a hodj^ of political know- 
ledge and experience, and to a lesser extent of economic insight 
into the nature of capitalism, such as can alone enable the work- 
ing class to caiTy out its objectives. Chartism lightly sketched 
the outlines of those political and economic concepts, by the 
aid of which alone the workers are able to see their way to power. 
Above all, none of the Chartists had any illusion as to the neces- 
sity of achieving political power before any attempt to alter the 
nature of society could be made. All of them realized that the 
industrial and agricultural workers living on weekly w’ages W'ere 
the only people who would ever undertake that task, But the 
best minds amongst them got considerably further than this. 
One of the leading political theorists of the Chartist movement 
was undoubtedly Bronterre O’Brien. And O’Brien went far 
towards the discovery of that conception of historical evolution 
which, now that it has been fully developed, makes impossible 
to all except the most nedve the kind of political illusions from 
which the Owonites auHered. “ The history of mankind,” 
O'Brien wrote, 

“ shows that JEcom the beginning of the world, tlic rich of 
all countries have been in a permanent state of conspiracy 
to keep down the poor of uU countries, and for this plain 
reason — ^because the poverty of the poor man is essential 
to the riches of ■ttie rich man. No matter by what means they 
may disguise their operations, the rich are everlastingly 
' plundering, debasing, and brutalising the poor. AU the crimes 



THE WORKING CLASS BEGINS TO THINK 343 

and superstitions of human nature have their origin in 
this cannibal warfare of riches against poverty. The desire 
of one man to live on the fruits of another’s labour is the 
original sin of the world. It is this which fills the world W'ith 
faction and hypocrisy and has made all past history to be 
what Gibbon so justly described it — ‘a record of the 
crimes, absurdities, and calamities of mankind.’ It is tlic 
parent injustice from which all injustice springs.” 

The author of such a passage is evidently safeguarded, by his 
comprehension of the nature of historical conflicts, from spending 
his life in petitioning the governing class to expropriate 
itself. Moreover, on some occasions O’Brien showed that he 
understood that the miseries of the workers were not due to the 
malice aforethought of the capitalists, but to the automatic 
operation of an economic system based upon the private owner- 
ship of the means of production : 

” We do not,” he writes, accuse the moneyed capitalists 
of intentional robbery. To do this would be as unjust as it 
would be malignant. . . . These spoliations they commit, not 
from sinister design, but from accidental position in society ; 
or, rather, the spoliations are committed Jor them by the silent 
operation of causes over which they have no control imder 
the existing arrangements of society. Those of the middle 
class are, like all other men, the creatures of circumstances. 
Their characters are formed by institutions and their relative 
positions in society to other classes.” 

This passage may sound familiar enough to-day. But to write it 
ill 1836 required the insight of genius. 

O’Briai had evolved a distinct conception of classes, in the 
exact sense in which that term has been used in these pages; 
what is more, he knew that it is these classes, and not indiidduals 
or governments, which obtain and retain power. People, he 
complained, commit the erroi' 

” of imputing to individuals the glory and the guilt of these 
political acts and systems of government, which are, in teality, 
tlic work of whole classes, and in the execution of wluch the 
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iadividuals are but the chosien tools, or instruments of these 
classes.” 

Nor did O’Brien fail to apply this general principle to the great 
events of his own epoch : 

“ I’oolSj indeed, imagine that Pitt or Bonaparte caused it ” 
(the eighteen years’ war against France), “ or that it was the 
work of Cabinets or a few individuals in power. With such 
imbeciles we have nothing to do. Men capable of believing 
such stuff are not worth our notice. Rulers and Cabinets have 
no power whatever beyond that society gives them. The ‘ states- 
men* who made war on France in 1793 did so because war was 
agreeable to the capitalists and proiit-bunters. ... It was for 
the double purpose of crushing that revolution and of opening 
a new field for the ‘ enterprise of commerce ’ that our moneyed 
interests inged that war against France.” 

This passage probably marks the highest level of O’Brien’s 
political genius. 1 In it he clearly enunciates a truth of which 
only a tiny minority of mankind is yet seized. Millions of 
men arc still incapable of realizing that neither Hitler nor 
Mussolini, nor Baldwin, nor Roosevelt, nor Stalin, rules accord- 
ing to his own sweet will, but on behalf of the different classes 
which sustain him in power. O’Brien wrote that he would have 
notliing to do TiYith “ such imbeciles.” He must have led a lonely 
life.® 

Political theory was O’Brien’s great strength. The economics 
Upon which he grounded liis politics were inadequate. He has, 
it is true, a passage of great insight into the nature of capitalist 
wealth in which he says that 

'‘the upper and middle classes have no wealth but what 
consists of subtractions wrung feom industry, through insti- 
tutions of their o^vn making. Those of them who liave sprung 
from the * lower ranks ’ may boast as much as they like of 

^ Note tlio UDSurpQSsed aiuk]y!.is of the characteitstio double fkarpou of Brltieb 
policy; to stead la with the other etoliteenth-oentuiy monansffles io attempting 
to onish the FrenchRevolutiou, aDjf at the seme lim* to omreorh these allies 
by oonquerine new aoihete, 

®Hedld. 
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their habits of industry as workmeti and ascribe their wealth 
to that industry, but all who know anything know well 
enough that it is not as zeorkmen they acquired it, but as 
hirers of workmen." 

In this passage we catch a glimpse of an essential principle of 
realistic economic theory : of the fact that capitalist wealth is 
formed, not by th« capitalists, but by the -workers for them: 
that it is not created by any magical philoprogenitive qualities 
said to inhere in capital, but from the fact that the capitalists 
arc enabled by their exclusive ownership of the means of pro- 
duction to retain the difference between the value of what the 
workers produce and of what the workers need for their susten- 
ance. But it would, no doubt, be fanciful to suggest that O’Brien 
had more than a glimpse of this great truth. Indeed, as he grew 
older, and as the sustaining power of a militant and growing 
working class movement was, after 1850, withdrawn from him, 
he began to fall under every kind of economic illusion, such as 
land schemes, co-operative banks, currency reforms, and the 
like — illusions which in the end obscured his originally intense 
political insight. It W'as in this last, sad period that he drew upon 
himself the scorn of Marx, a scorn which blinded Marx to his 
former great achievements. ^ 

Even in his best period, however, O’Brien’s economics were 
scanty. He did not fully understand the nature of capitalism, 
and, above all, he never clearly conceived of socialism or com- 
munism — of an organisation of society based on a public, pooled 
ownership of the means of production -ss'orked according to a 
pre-determined plan. On the -whole, he identihed capitalism 
with industrialism, “ The system I combat,” he wi'ote as late as 
1847, “ and which I wish to combat is that by which your profit- 
mongering oppressors have turned you from agriculturists into 
manufacturers for aH the world.” The longing look of the English 
people still ran backward towards the land they had lost, rather 
than fonvard to the socialism they might gain,® Ast a dozen 

I This, at any mlc, K Mr. Tlirodnie Uotlislein's view. 

® Note the superior emotional appeal of the simple ooiicrete tenii " tlic laud ” 
to the abstfootiqn “ sacialism.’’ Tiu psychological genius of Lenii> enabled him 
to teach the Russian srorfeeis to win sacialism by fighting for “ Reace, Bread and 
Ibelflnd.” 
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statements both of O’Brien’s and of most of the other Chartist 
leaders show, the mam social and economic puj-pose for which 
I hey proposed to use political power, when the enactment of 
the Charter had gh’cn it them, was to restore the land to the 
people.^ To the Chartists, capitalism was still what it was to 
More, to Winstanley, and to Spence — ^the filching of the land 
from the people of England. There was, as we have seen, a 
profound historical truth in this view.® But there was on equally 
profound error in supposing that the emancipation of the 
workers could be achieved by a resumption of their ownership 
of the land alone.® With every year that passed, the land became 
more and more only om of those indispensable means of pro- 
duction TV'hich it was necessary for the workers to possess if 
tliey would achieve their emancipation. But it was hard for 
the Chartists to realize this, O’Brien, it is true, was not opposed 
to maehinery. He grasped the fact that it was not the machines 
themselves, but their ownership by the capitalists which was 
the trouble. But he had no clear idea of how the workers were 
to assume the ownership of the means of production i of whether 
they should own them ooDeetively or individually: nor had he 
any conception of a planned economic system. 

Moreover, O'Brien was considerably ahead of many of the 
other Chartist leaders. O’Connor, the real leader of the move- 
ment, expressly declared that he was neither a socialist nor a 
communist. His objective was a retxim to universal peasant 
proprietorship in which everyone should have his own plot of 
land. Thus, while the Chartists knew the correct means of social 
transformation, they did not know the goal, and while Owen 
knew the goal he had no conception of the means of approach* 
iug it,* 

1 The inuueduitc prognunme of the Chnrtietv U'Ss the estnblislunent of fuU 
demDomtto rights ba&ed upon univemi frEtnobne. 

* ” Tile expropriation of the nuuses of the people from the lend forms tlie 
basis of the cajdtoltst method of production.*' (Captial, Vo), I, p. 868.) 

® It is an Ultisbm which flared up again at the end of the mneteenth century 
in the movement led by Henry George, and whioU lingers on in odd comers of 
Hngl^ poUiical life to this day, 

*But Hngets seems to me to exaggerate when, in defending the memory of 
liobert Owen from tbe ilUtemte attaek of XiOhring, he sayS that Owen’s Book 
of the ffen) itforni World eontained ** the most dear-cut communism possible," 
This, no doubt, is true ot the economic arrangements proposed for use within 
the ooloides, bub Qwen nowbme^ so for as 1 know, showed any canscionsness of 
the neeeMity for a gcneml economic plan tor the community as a whole. 
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On the other hand, the Chartists made important contribu- 
tions to the construction of a science of economics which, by 
giving the workers a real understanding of how capitalism 
works, should enable them to abolish it, (For men can seldom 
or never overcome that wluch they cannot comprehend.) 
The whole Chartist movement had a profound realization that 
they, the workers, were being exploited. This sense of irre- 
deemably unjust exploitation inspired almost all their utter- 
ances, When they said that “ Chartism was a knife and fork 
question ” they meant much more than that the workers were 
struggling for bread. They meant that the Chartist protest was 
not merely, and in the end not principally, directed against the 
denial of political rights to the British workers. They meant 
that they were fighting the whole economic aird social system 
of exploitation upon which the political subjection of the 
workers was based. It is true that they never quite achieved a 
comprehension of how the capitalists effected the exploitation 
of the workers. But the two best-known Chartist economists, 
Hodgkin and Thomson, came near to such a comprehension. 
These writers based their economic analysis on Ricardo, and 
the labour theory of value, which he, of all the classical capital- 
ist economists, had most clearly formulated. They took Ricardo 
at his word. If, they said, labomr is the source of value, as you 
tell us, then how is it that the capitalist owners of the means 
of production, who may themselves perform no labour at all, 
receive far more value than anyone else ? Something, on the 
capitalist economists’ own showing, must be very wrong with a 
system which produced results like that. But what it was exactly 
that was wrong with capitalism, or how the actual exploitation 
of the workers occurred, they were never quite able to demon- 
strate. 

We cannot forbear to return to the speculation as to what 
would have happened if Owen had been even normally willing 
to leam anything from anybody and had become a Chartist. >■ 
Such a conversion would not, of comrse, have resulted in the 
ereaUon of a socialist Britain in 1840, It was altogether inevitable 

1 Aa Mr. Rotltstdii well says, “ In Usfory It Is preposterous to use the coadi> 
tional mood ” — 'hut be then Inunedlstely indulges ui a piece of i^rospe^ive 
historical speculation; hh example shall he our excuse for rejecting bis precept. 
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that capitalism should unfold its possibilities of development. 
But it might have resulted in the enactment of some at 
least of the essential democratic reforms of the Charter. Conse- 
quently, the development of British capitalism might have 
taken place in an incomparably more democratic political 
environment, perhaps even under a republic instead of a con- 
stitutional monarchy. But it was not to be. The working class 
forces rctuaiued disunited during the whole of the period of 
the ■weakness of British capitalism up till 1850, when a well- 
applied, united, pressure might have extorted major concessions. 
From about 1842 the stability of British capitalism, under 
Peel’s able guidanor, began to increase. And, when the last 
profound crisis, that of 1848, occurred, the Chartist forces were 
already in decline and the British capitalists had no real diffi- 
culty in combining a necessary struggle •with the landlords for 
the repeal of the Corn Laws, with a united front of all property 
ownei-s against the workers. 

After about 1845, the real strength behind the Chartist 
movement steadily declined. The leadership, ho]R'ever, was in 
many respects developing and impro-ving its comprehension 
of the situation. The older generation of leaders, such as O’Brien 
and O’Connor— particularly the latter — ^were, it is true, becom- 
ing exhausted. Their thought made no further progress, and ■with 
the end of the period they began rapidly to regress. A younger 
generation of leaders now appeared, however, of which Harney 
and Ernest Jones ■were the most talented. These leaders began 
to be influenced by the thinking of Marx and Engels, who were 
living in England, and with whom they -were in fairly close 
contact. Indeed, it is hardly too much to say that the Left Wing 
of Chartism, led by Harney and Jones, -was coming close to the 
modern communist conception of the nature and functions of the 
working class movement. But before that conception was reached 
Chartism itself was extinguished by the triumphs of British 
capitalism in the second half of the nineteenth century. Harney, 
in particular, acliievcd some admirably clear political formula- 
tions. He was even able splendidly to express the proper goal of 
wurking class effort, although not to define the economic 
system under which that goal ■would be reached. “ Emanci- 
pation of labour,”' he ^vroie, “ is the only worthy object of 
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political warfare . . . that those who till the soil shall be its first 
masters, that those who raise the food shall be its first partakers, 
that those who build mansions shall live in them. . . 

The fate of this younger generation of Chartist leaders was an 
almost unbearably tragic one. After 1850 they saw their move- 
ment growing yearly smaller and smaller. Their older leaders 
were destroyed. O’Connor went mad, O’Brien became an in- 
ellectual crank. Harney and Jones spent themselves in desper- 
ately trying to keep an ever-dwindling agitation alive. Jones, 
in the most extreme poverty, wrote an account of what his life 
was like in this period which, as Mr. Rothstein eloquently 
OTitcs, “ even to-day echoes to the sound of weeping." 

To-day we can see that the Chartists were, after 1850, engaged 
in an inherently hopeless task. But it was not possible for them 
to realize this. They had not achieved sufficient insight into the 
nature of capitalism to perceive that it had entered into a long, 
ascendant phase. Hence they believed that the old conditions 
of crisis, instability and mass agitation might at any moment 
return. In their lifetime such conditions never did return, and 
they and all their inspired political thinking went down into 
half a century of oblivion. 

For their own countrymen this oblivion has been so complete 
that even to-day we owe much of our knowledge of their real 
views to the researches of a Russian resident in this country, 
Mr. Theodore Rothstein, from whose work, From Chartism to 
Labourism, all the quotations from the Chartists’ writings in 
this chapter have been taken.' It is, indeed, shameful that the 
ideas of these great Englishmen and Irishmen should .stUl be 
inadequately known to us. Even such writers as Mr. and Mrs. 
Webb abuse the Chartists most ignorantly. In their History 

' There arc now sci'oral liistorieb of Ihc Ohortisl inovemenl by Englishmen in 
which home of-the notiona of the Chartists arc accurately recorded. their 
mUhors saHei from the disadvantage of being unable to understand a single one 
of the ideas expressed by tile Chartists. 

There appeared, however, in tlie autumn of IASS, Mi. Allen Hull's volume, 
This Fltw Crista, chapter lU of which removes the reproach that no English- 
man has yet written with understanding on the political conceptious of the 
Chartists. Mr. Hutt shows at lensl as adequate ii comprehension of tho ideas of 
tile Chartists ns did Mr. Rothstein, and not only corrects him on certain questions 
of fact, but also shows very clearly the relationship between the Utopian oom- 
wunisni of Owen add the political realism, combined srlth economio romanticism, 
of the Ciuullsts. We still lark, however, a fttll-dress liistory of Chartism written 
by a British historian uumpelent to understand fais subject . > 
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of Trade Unionism they write tliat Chartism “ was disgraced 
by the fustian of many of its orators and the political and 
economic quackery of its pretentious and incompetent leaders 
whose jealousies and intrigues, by successively excluding all 
the nobler elements, finally brought it to naught.” 

The reader will be able to judge for himself how mojistrous 
is such a verdict upon meu of the intellectual calibre of O’Brien 
and Harney. Our real complaint against these men is that they 
did not embody their invaluable political thinking in a perma- 
nent form. If O’Brien, for example, had given .systematic shape 
to his conception of history in a book, it would have survived 
him and been rediscovered at the end of the nineteenth century 
to enlighten the new anti-capitalist movement of the British 
workers. Or, again, if Harney and Jones had devoted themselves 
after 1850 to mastering the real nature of the capitalist sy-stem, 
they might have bequeathed to the British working class an 
invaluable body of economic knowledge. But to have done so 
would have required a belief in the importance of economic 
and political theory which the Chartist leaders never achieved. 

The names of the Chartists were writ on water. For they 
failed to erect thot monument more enduring than brass, a 
developed, consistent system of ideas capable of elucidating 
the historical movement of their times. There were, however, 
two men ill England, although neither of them was an English- 
man, who knew what to do when the possibility of immediate 
working class action, which had hitherto seemed so groat, 
began to fade and fail in the middle of the nineteenth centuiy. 
Marx and Engels, when they realized that the revolutionary 
movement of 1848 was spent, and that a revolutionary situation 
was not likely to recur for some time, did not either leave the 
working class movement in despair, or spend themselves in 
necessarily ineffective agitation with evei'-dwindling forces. 
They set themselves down, to the exhaustive and scientific 
study of the capitalist system, its origins, nature and probable 
course of development; of the type of economic system which 
might replace it, and of the nature of the political activity 
which could alone enable the working class to ediange the one 
into the other. Thejr discoveries have changed the history of the 
world. 
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THE SCIENCE OF SOCIAL CHANGE 
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'The Matoialist Conception of IlUlory 

On the eve of its i^ublication Marx referred to Capital as “ the 
task to which I have sacrificed my health, my happiness in life, 
and ray family.” ‘ 

Extreme poverty, recurrent illness, the death in childhood of 
two sons, and the gradual breakdown from overwork of a beloved 
wife were the price which Marx paid for devoting over thirty 
years to the discovery of that science of social change which now 
so justly bears the name of Marxism, i'or a new science does not 
come into the svorld without both physical and intellectual 
birth pangs. It docs not spring fully formed from the heads of its 
discoverers. On the contrary, its first principles can only be 
slowly deduced from an enormous quantity of accumulated data 
and expei'ieuce by the lifelong labours of a man of genius, or, as in 
this case, of two men of genius working in the closest association. 

As a result of the work of Marx, Engels, and the men who 
have built upon the foundations which they laid down, there 
now exists a body of ascertained fact, of repeatedly tested de- 
duction, and, above all perhaps, a methodology which is known 
to be fruitful, in the field of social science. Never again need men 
fumble helplessly with the problems presented by the need for 
social change. It is the immortal glory of Marx and Engels to 
have discovered and proclaimed both the basic features of that 
social system which can take the place of capitalism and the 
basic methods by which that new system can be established. 
This science is indispensable. We shall not avoid such errors as 
those into which Oavcu on the one hand, and the Chartists on tlie 
other, so disastrously fell lanless we make use of it. The experi- 
ence of the last half-century has conclusively shown that the 
ever rcQurrcut working class movement of resistance to capital- 
ism must remain sporadic and inchoate; must fail to achieve 
its ends, oi' even to become clearly conscious of what those ends 
are, if it docs not use these discoveries. Wherever and whenever 
working class movements have failed to learn and to use them, 
futility and fuiliu’C have been their harvest. It has been proved to 
Marx-lStigeU Vorreapondence, p. 3l». 

Ms 
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demonstration that success can only be achieved by a ■working 
class movement which is permeated with a realization of its own 
position in capitalist society, and which can develop out of 
itself a party which can in turn use the all-important discoveries 
of Marx, Engels, and their successors as to ho-^v capitalism 
may be abolished and socialism established. 

This is not to say, however, that an acceptance of Marxism is 
enough to bring sucee.ss to the struggle of a working class move- 
ment. For the social science of which Mnrx and Engels dis- 
covered the basic principles is still very young: and, like all 
young sciences, it is still striving adequately to subsume its sub- 
ject matter in reliable generalizations. Hence its use requires the 
greatest caution, resolution, and intelligence. Even those who 
seem to have mastered it may show (as the German Marxists 
showed) that they are totallj^ incapable of successfully applying 
its general principles to a given situation. But what repeatedly 
tested experience does enable us to say with confidence is that, 
although this science gives no guarantees of success to those 
who use it, consciously desired social change is impossible of 
accomplishment unless it is used. 

The newly evolved science might be called social dynamics, 
for it is essentially a body of knowledge of how social change 
takes place, rather than a description of existing social institu- 
tions, such as might be called social statics. Social dynamics, we 
repeat, is one of the newest of the sciences. Its first principles 
are themselves only now firmly established, and many secondary 
problems remain unsolved. It is in a stage of development com- 
parable to that of physsics in the seventeenth century, or biology 
sixty years ago. 

As was the case wi'th both of these sciences, the claim of social 
dynamics, or Marxism, to have discovered relatively invariable 
laws governing the relationships of phenomena in its own field 
is bitterly disputed. In just the same way the exponents of 
previously existing modes of ■thought, organized on a pre- 
dominantly religious basis, furiously denied the validity of the 
seventeenth-century physicists’ claim to have established laws 
Hcootding to which matter invariably behaved. The same re- 
ligiottsly minded thinkers, Ivavirtg gradually accepted the view 
that inorganic matter behaved in a regular, predictable way, as 
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furiously denied the claim of the nineteenth-century biologists 
and physiologists that they were now discovering invariable laws 
according to which living organisms behaved. But these furies 
were trivial compared to the passion with which it is now denied 
that it is possible to deduce relatively invariable laws as to the 
way in which human societies arise, develop and decay. 

The science of social dynamics, is however, slowly making 
Jieadway, and for the same reason as did physics and biology. 
The discoveries of Newton and his contemporaries were found 
to have prediction value. By their use it became possible to pre- 
dict some natural events (i.e. eclipses), and actually to control 
others (i.e. the spot upon which a missile, thrown with a certain 
velocity at a certain angle, would fall). The discoveries of Darwin 
and the biologists who have succeeded him have been found to 
have the same capacity. And now the discoveries of Marx and 
Engels, who stand in very much the same relation to social 
dynamics as does Newton to physics and Darwin to biology, have 
also been found to have this same decisive capacity of enabling 
the prediction, and hence, if appropriate action is taken, the 
control, of events. 

The comparison of Marx and Engels to Newton and Darwin 
indicates that social dynamics is an incomplete, imperfect 
science. But this qualification must not suggest that we are 
making but a small claim for the new science. For the difference 
between an incomplete and a fully developed science is almost 
trivial when compared to the difference between science and no 
science. The superiority of Einstein’s conception of the universe 
over Neu'toii’s is no doubt very great. But it is dwarfed by the 
superiority of Newton’s conception over that of a medieeval 
alchemist. As the science of social dynamics develops, it wiU 
become, and indeed is now becoming, much richer, more com- 
plete, more capable of accounting for aH the phenomena within 
its field. But its most perfect formulations wiU stiU be based 
upon the primary concepts discovered by the great pioneers of 
the science, although in amplifying end perfecting them they will, 
no doubt, also modify them. But they will be based on the work 
of Marx and Engels in the same sense in which the work of the 
modern biologist is based on the work of Darwin and his con- 
t^imporaries. 
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In a Avorcl, the claim made for the work of Marx and Engels is 
not that they completed or perfected a science of sociology. It 
is, on the contrary, the much larger claim that they took that 
critical and enormously difficult initial step by which scientific 
methods are for the first time made applicable in a given field. 
Their work marks that critical point, which occurs in every 
field of human knowledge, when the gradually accumulating 
mass of data (in this case of ascertained historical facts, and of 
economic and philosophical knowledge) is suddenly seized on 
by powerful minds who, )joth classifying and synthesizing, de- 
monstrate that relatively invariable relationships are inherent 
in it. Their inspired vision sees “ the pattern in the carpet ” — 
to use a literary simile. And once that pattern is discerned, once 
it is realized that one type of phenomena is invariably associated 
with another and that there are links of a causal nature between 
them, it becomes possible both to predict the future results of 
existing tendencies, if these are left unmodified, and to control 
these future results by modifying existing variable factors. 


Preceding chapters of this hook have stated (more or less dog- 
matically) the conclusions of social dynamics as to why our 
existing societj’- is breaking down, what type of society can re- 
place it, and how this social transformation can be effected. 
It has not been the function of this book to describe the methods 
by which these conclusions have been arrived at. Something 
must, however, be said of the science of social change as a 
science. 

All that we can here attempt, it is evident, is to awaken the 
interest of the reader in the science. Moreover, any attem]^t to 
outline Marxism' (as the science is usually called) faces peculiar 
difficulties. Marxism is a highly unified and integrated outlook 
upon the world. It is a seamless coat, w'hich cannot be cut up 
without spoiling. Still, purely for the purpose of preliminary 

' naenoft is nonr somrtimea referred to ns MatsUm-Loninism.” But) if 
ffished to do JmUco to each of thone mau -who jbave made major contributions 
to h, we ibould bave to call it '* Marzbon-Engeiiain-Leninistn-Staliiiism ” I f s % 
not simpler, tben, to stick to Marxiara as a name t Alternatively we oaa use w 
({haFactoidstlo exjptresshm in the philnsophicat Aeld and call it Dialedsoal Hateii- 
amn (am Chapter XXX), or again, <u aiiggeated above, it might be called S<a^ ' 
CtynamM. f 
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exposition, it is possible to difTerentiate three particular aspects 
of the science. There is first a particular view of human history, 
best kno^vn as the materialist conception of history. This con- 
ception gives expression to the discovery that constant associa- 
tions exist between certain technical, economic, social and 
political phenomena. It enables us to understand the rise and fall 
of that succession of social systems under which men have lived 
during tlie long, complex, history of human development. 

The second aspect of Mai-xism consists of its specifically 
economic theory as to how our present social and economic 
system (namely, capitalism) works. This is what Marx called 
the law of motion of capitalism. "While the materialist conception 
of history gives us the first ordered and comprehensive bird’s-eye 
view of the whole of human development — a macroscopic view — 
the law of motion of capitalism gives us a close, detailed, micro- 
scopic view of the way in which we are aU here and now produc- 
ing and exchanging our products, selling our ability to labour, or 
drawing values produced by others from ownership of the means 
of production. Moreover, it enables us to plot the curve of the, 
within certain limits, determinate course of capitalism: to see 
why capitalism continues to produce such phenomena, as for 
example permanent and ever growing unemployment and 
imperialist aggression. 

The third aspect of Marxism is of an even more comprehensive 
and generalized character than the materialist conception of 
history. This is what may be conveniently called the philosophy - 
of !Marxism, or dialectical materialism. A general pattern has , 
been found to inhere In reality in general. More precisely, this 
pattern has been found to be characteristic of the movements, 
or changes, which occur to all types of phenomena. It is a pat- 
tern which can be discerned alike in the movement and changes/ 
of morganic and organic matter and in the movements andf 
changes tlirough time of human societies and institutions. Uu- 
we have discerned this pattern, it is suggested, we shall find 
Inese movements incomprehensible. We shall fail to see any re- 
lationship between different classes of phenomena, and our com- 
prehension of their interactions will be limited to mechanical 
cause and effect. But mechanical movement is only one of a 
number of the ways in which phenomena interact; there are other. 
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morp subtle, but more important, interactions which can be ac- 
counted for upon the hypotheses of dialectical materialism alone. 

It remains to set up serviceable signposts indicating the nature 
of these three aspects of Marxist thought. It would be logically 
correct to begin with dialectical materialism — since this is the 
most general and abstract aspect of Marxism. It explains the 
methodology witli which Marxists tackle their problems. But, 
in accordance with the general scheme of this book, we shall 
instead discuss first the more concrete and particular aspects of 
Marxism, and then return to an explanation of the methodology 
of the science. This group of chapters consists, then, in an attempt 
to clear away certain obstacles which many British and American 
readers encounter when they turn to Marxism, and not in any 
attempt at a formal exposition of the science. We begin with 
the materialist conception of history. 


The materiahst conception of history marks such an immense 
advanc^on any previous historical conception that to-day many 
people more or less unconsciously adopt its general standpoint. 
Hence there is some danger of an elaborate definition of it 
raising problems and difficulties where none really exist. For 
example, preceding chapters on the origin and development of 
the working class are an elementary application of the materialist 
conception of history. We traced, for example, an association 
between the appearance of persons earning their livings by 
working for other persons for wages, and the development of 
modem methods of transport and production. Again we saw that 
a large number of important phenomena appeared in history at 
about the same time. The appearance of capitalists and ^ge- 
workers, of a world-\vide exchange of products, of changes and 
improvements in the technique of production, of clearings of the 
peasants otf the land, of a change in religious belief tirom CathoU’- 
eistn to Protestantism, and of a change in poUtieal institutipni 
from absolute monarchies to republios or constitutional 
arclfifls^ were all events which began to occur at about the sam:^ 
ytft, between four and five hundred years ago. Now Itih^ 
asserted by the taaterialist coficept^on of bl&to|ry^'is 
i$iai|iidtan^us appeaJndee q£ these pbefiomena'was^^ 
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a coincidence: that there was an inevitable and necessary inter- 
connection between these things. 

For historians who do not accept this conception no such inter- 
connections between histoiical events exist. For them it is just 
an accident that these tendencies began to develop at the same 
time. Some of them might easily have developed without the 
others. It is hardly loo much to say that their attitude implies 
that modern, mechanized methods of production might have 
developed without capitalists or wage-workers. The establish- 
ment of republics or constitutional monarchies might, for them, 
have happened at any time and is not connected with the 
development of the capitahst class. The change of religion from 
Catholicism to Protestantism occurred, they suggest, because of 
King Henry VIII’s prejudice in favour of marrying his mis- 
tresses, and happened to coincide in time with the change in the 
technique of transportation, the opening up of the world market, 
and the appearance of agricultural production for profit. 

Thus the simplest thing to say about the m aterialist concep- 
tion of history is that it reveals hitherto unperceived inter- 
connections between historical events. It is not so much that we 
assert that A causes B, as that we assert that A and B are in- 
separably linked together — that the one cannot appear without 
the other, and that they contmually interact upon each other. 
For example, the important thing asserted is not that the in- 
creased profitability of wool gro wing caused the dispossession of the 
English peasants from the land and the overthrow of the Roman 
Catholic Church in Britain, or vice versa that the overthrow of 
the Roman Catholic Church made possible the dispossession of 
the peasants, and so enabled the sixteenth-century landowners 
to moke increased profits from growing wool. The important 
thing asserted is that these three events were interconnected — 
that each of them could not have happened without the others.^ 

Marxists do, it is true, consider that the economic event is 

1 ^ wUl become apparent in tbe next two cshapteis, Mantista do not admit 
a antltliesia between cause and eCect Cause and effect ate ooneeptionB 
whioh only havt validity tn tbeir application to a partleular cose as su(£, but 
wbm we oonsider the partieiilar case in its general connection with the world as 
a whpte, they merge and dissolve in the conception of u^vera^ aotioo and inter- 
Mtlppf in wnloh cause and e&ect are eonstantly dhanguig places, and what is 
now or here an ettCot becomes them pr then a cahse, and idee versa.” (Bng^ la 
thoj*frft.Z)aArt»ig,p.a8.) * 
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primary in time: that, foi example, llie increased profitability of 
wool growing was the event which in fact started off this par- 
ticular series.! But once the series has started off, political and 
social changes often react back poweifully upon the economic 
situation, again changing it radically. 

Engels has a particularly explicit ))assagc m which he refutes 
the foolish misconception that Marxists suppose that economic, 
and ultimately technical, changes are the sole dynamic factors in 
history. 

“ According to the materialist conception of history,” he 
writes, “ tlie determining element in history is ultimaiely the 
nro duction and renroductinn in re al life. More than this 
neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. If therefore somebod}’’ 
twists this into the statement that the economic element is 
the only determining one, he transforms it into a meaningless, 
abstract and absurd phrase. The economic situation is the 
basis, but the various elements "^f tfie" superstructure — ^poli- 
tical forms of the class struggle and its consequences, consti- 
tutions established by the I’ictorious class after a successful 
battle, etc, — ^forms of law' — and then even the reflexes of all 
these actual struggles in the brains of the combatants : political, 
legal, philosophical theories, religious ideas and tbeir further 
development into systems of dogma — also exercise their in- 
fluence upon the course of the historical struggles and in 
' many cases preponderate in determining th -ir form- There is 
an interaction of all these elements, in which, amid aU the 
endless host of accidents (i.e. of things and events whose inner 
connection is so remote or-so impossible to prove that we 
regard it as absent and can negle^ It), the eqQpqsnjip jncjPYement 
finally {^serts itself as necessary. Otherwise the application of 
the theory to any period of history one chose would be easier 
than the solution of a simple equation of the first degree. 

We make our own history, but in the first place under very 
definite presuppositions and conditions. Among these the 
economie ones axe finally decisive.” 

{The Corre^on^n(te of Martc and l^tgelSf pp. 475-0.) 

t Dkit lit wu oat^edi bs wc have necR, prior obannes in teotaniqiie— 
saolt Off improved piwijjatiott opening up wider ntanots. And jt might tn po^sihle 
to WSill too ep<M evcitite whieb thetnedvea gave noe to these ojSmges m.teah<r 
ai^tiA IJeath. ia often suggested «s one of them) aqd eo on on w* 
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In fine, t he materialist conception does not assert that history 
is g one wav street in which every nolitical change is caused b_v a 
s ocial change, and every social change bv an economic chang e, 
and every economic change by a technical change. It asserts, on 
the contrary, that history is a complex of reciprocating inter- 
actions between technical, economic, social and political events. 
Moreover (and this is the respect in which it differs most from the 
soi-disant scientific conception of history now dominant in 
British and American universities), the materialist conception 
asserts that history is a complex of interactions the general 
mechanism of which can now be understood, at any rate in its 
main outlines; it asserts that history is not a mere jumble of 
unrdated, and so incomprehensible, events. 


Engels, in another place, examines the whole question of the 
Motives of men as they appear in history. The older conception 
of histoiy accepted at their face value the motives which his- 
torical characters, whether individual leaders or masses of men, 
gave for their actions. “ It judges everything,” Engels writes of 
this pre-scientifle view of history, “ according to the motives 
of the action: it divides men in their historical activity into noble 
and ignoble, and then finds that as a rule the noble are defrauded 
and the ignoble are victorious.” {Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 59.) 

Let us take an example. The older conception of history (in 
the hands of an historian of the Hbo^al school) supposes that 
Danton and the great French revolutionaries were fighting for 
liberty, equality, and fraternity. When a Marxist historian comes 
alot^ and asserts that, on the contrary, these men were fighting 
for the dominance of their class over both the nobility and the 
workers, the liberal historian is both shocked and incredulous. 
He supposes that the Marxist is alleging that sudi a man as 
Condorcet, for example, was a hypocrite. That his passionate 
assertion that he was willing to die for truth, justice and liberty 
was a lie. And this odious imputation cannot be true, the 
liberal historian continues, for Condorcet, and a hundred others, 
actually did die for their cause. 

But the M^xist historian is not alleging that Condorcet did 
not fight and die for his ideal. He demands, however, that we 
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ask why that particular ideal seemed to Condorcet, at that time 
and place, worth dying for. He denies that ideals are an historical 
first cause coming from nowhere and therefore incomprehensible. 
He accuses the older type of historian of taking (to return to 
Engels’ words) “ the ideal driving forces which operate (in 
history) as loltimate causes, instead of investigating what is 
behind them, what are the driving forces of the driving forces ” 
(my italics). The error, Engels continues, “ does not lie in the 
fact that ideal driving forces are recognized, but in the investiga- 
tion not being carried back behind them into their motive 
causes.” [Ludmg Feuerbach,) 

Thus the materialist conception of history does not, as is 
vulgarly supposed, assert that men always act from their 
material interests. It is an incomparably more subtle and 
developed conception than that. It gives the fullest weight to the 
ideals which have actuated men and women, but it insists on 
investigating t^question of why different ideals have actuated 
them at different times and places. It suggests that the leaders 
of rising classes have, on the whole, fought and died for those 
ideals which embodied the principles upon which it was neces- 
sary, then and there, to found human society; which cor- 
responded to, and were the only adequate expression of, the 
particular stage of technical, economic, and cultural develop- 
ment which man had then reached. 

These considerations throw light on the real nature of political 
motive. Men think that they overthrow, say, a feudalistic 
monarchy for the sake of the ideal of liberty, equality and 
fraternity. And so they do. This is the only conscious motive in 
their heads and it is absurd to deny that it is their real motive. 
The “ ideology ” (the general world outlook) of which the slogan, 
** liberty, equality, and fraternity ” is the epitome, has filled 
fheir consciousness completdy. It is only if we go behind this 
i^dggy that we discover that "I?* has "grown up out of the 
comet between changing, developing, technical and economic 
[conditions and a static political structure. It is only then t!hat 
slwdl recognize that what ^e victory of the idealists will do is 
to hrlng the political structure into line with the technical and 
lOCKteomic developments whidv have taken place. And it will do 
Iso by putting into power the dass with whom the idealiste haVc, 
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consciously or unconsciously, become identified. But this is far 
1 from saying that the idealists are conscious hypocrites. 

The truth is that the historical conflict between social classes 
has as yet been mainly unconscious. The combatants have not 
hitherto known why they found themselves in conflict with one 
another. Or, rather, they have only known the most proximate 
causes of the conflict. Oppressed classes have come into conflict 
with their oppressors because they found themselves denied some 
or all of the necessaries of life. Their conscious motive for 
struggle has been simple self-preservation. Or a rising class, such, 
for example, as the young capitalist classes of England in the 
seventeenth, and of France in the eighteenth, centuries, has 
found itself denied possibilities of development and enrich- 
ment by laws and regulations which have become irrational, 
and so unjust. 

In the past all that such classes have been conscious of is the 
necessity to change the existing social and economic situation. 
^ Still, the self-consciousness of struggling classes has steadily 
increased. Classes have become more and more conscious of the 
fact that the struggles into which they found themselves im- 
pelled by such pressing necessities as self-preservation, or the 
abolition of intolerable restrictions upon their activities, had 
necessarily to become struggles for the power to mould society 
to suit themselves. 

With the nineteenth century this consciousness of the nature 
of historical struggles began to grow rapidly. We have seen how 
it dawned amongst the British workers— finding its first expres- 
sion in the writings of the Chartist leaders such as O’Brien. But 
to a certain extent such consciousness also began to appear in 
the minds of the nineteenth-century capitalists themselves. 
For the inter-dass nature of political conflicts was beconaing 
unmistakably clear. History was simplifying itself. The twisting 
thread of class conflict, which had been hidden by the 
labyrinthine inter-connections of earlier societies, was becoming 
unmistakable. Engels thus describes this i ncreasi ng conscious- 
ness of the dynamics of histoiy ; 

“ But while in all earlier periods the investigation of these 

driving causes was almost impossible — on account of the 
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complicated and concealed inter-connections between them 
and their effects — our present period has so far simplified 
these inter-connections that the riddle could he solved. Since 
’the establishment of large-scale industry, i.e. at least since the 
peace of Europe in 1815, it has been no longer a secret to any 
man m England that the whole political struggle there has 
turned on the claims of the supremacy of two classes: the 
landed aristocracy and the middle class. In France, with the 
return of the Bourbons, the same fact was perceived; the 
historians of the Restoration period, from Thierry to Guizot, 
Mignet and Thiers, speak of it everywhere as the key to the 
understanding of aU French history since the Middle Ages. 
And since 1880 the working class, the proletariat, has been 
recognized in both countries as a third competitor for power. 
Conditions have become so simplified that one would have 
had to close one’s eyes deliberately not to see in the fight of 
these two great classes and the conflict of their interests the 
driving force of modern history — at least in the two most 
advanced countries.” {Ludwig Feuerbach.) 

The essential conclusion which can be drawn from the 
materialist conception of history is, then, that th e dynam ic 
f actor in history is the attempt of su ccessive sociaL clashes, 
t hemselves set in motion bv te^tnical and economic changes, t o 
r mnould society to-S iiit_t.hfiin«:fi1vp-<3. But once this great scientific 
discovery had been made, it was important that Marxists should 
not neglect the form which historical struggles have taken. Itwas 
important that Marxists should recognize that the economic 
developments which threw social classes into conflict did so by 
breeding particular ideas in the minds of the q^blest members ef 
those classes; and tKnt these ideas themselves became to some 
extent independently variable factors in tlie complex of inter- 
acting forces. Engds wrote a letter to Mehring (Marx’s principal 
biographer) politely criticizing him for neglecting this ideal link 
in the chain of interactions which conrtitutes the historical 
process. 

“ Otherwise thore is only one other point lacking) whic^, 
however, Marx and 1 always failed to stress enough in our 
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writings and in regard to which we are all equally guilty. We 
all, that is to say, laid and were bound to lay the main em- 
phasis at first on the derivation of political, juridical and other 
ideological notions, and of the actions arising through the 
medium of these notions, from basic economic facts. But in so 
doing we neglected the formal side — the way in which these 
notions come about — ^for the sake of the content. This has 
given our adversaries a welcome opportunity for misunder- 
standings, of which Paul Barth is a striking example. 

“ Ideology is a process accomplished by the so-called thinker 
consciously, indeed, but AYilh a false consciousness. The real 
motives impelling him remain unknown to him, otherwise it 
would not be an ideological process at all. Plence he imagines 
false or apparent motives.”^ 

(Marx-Engels Comspondence, pp. 510-11.) 

Engels’ conception of “ a false consciousness ” is particularly 
noteworthy. Modern psychological discoveries have revealed the 
capacity of motives of which we remain unconscious power- 
fully to influence our conduct. These discoveries have made 
Engels’ conception much easier to underetand. In particular, 
it has been found that men have a remarkable faculty for 
substituting, quite unconsciously, motives which carry social 
approval, for their real motives. They “ rationalize.” They 
drape, even from their own eyes, their over-sharp desires in 
the robes of respectable aspirations. They fight for liberty, 
equality, and fraternity, and if their victory brings them 
instead rent, interest, and profit, no one is more genuinely 
surprised than themselves. 

In conclusion it wUl be worth while to quote two precise 
definitions of the materialist conception of history. The first is by 
Engels: 

” The materialist conception of history starts from the 
principle that production, and with production the exchange 
of its products, is the basis of every social order; that in every 
society which has appeared in historj' the distribution of the 

^ A little further on Eogels talks of '* the fatuous notion that because we deny 
ou jndexieiutent historical development to the various ideological sphcies which 
play a part in history we also deny them any effeot upon history.” 
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products, and with it the division of society into classes or 
estates, is determined by what is produced and how it is 
produced, and how the product is exchanged. According to 
this conception, the ultimate causes of all social changes and 
political revolutions are to be sought, not in the minds of men, 
in their increasing insight into eternal truth and justice, but in 
changes in the mode of production and exchange; they are to 
be sought not in the philosophy but in the economics of the 
epoch concerned,” 

{Anti-Diihrvng, p. 300.) 


Finally, we must cite the best known of all the formulations of 
the materialist conception of history. JJjarx placed it in the pre- 
face of one of his earlier published works. The Critique of Political 
Economy, and called it ” the leading thread in my studies.” 

“ In the social production which men carry on they enter 
into definite relations that are indispensable and independent 
of their will; these relations of production correspond to a 
definite stage of development of their material powers of 
production. The^sum total of these relations of production 
constitutes the economic structure of society — ^the real foun- 
dation, on which rise legal and political superstructures and 
to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. 
The mode of production in material life determines the general 
character of the social, political and spiritual processes of life. 
> It is not the consciousness of men that determines their 
' existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence deter- 
mines their consciousness.” 

(Op. oit„ p. 11.) 


So far, the reader will notice, we have a static analysis. Harx 
is asserting that certain powers of production force men to 
associate themselves in obtain particular ways. For instance, 
handicraft production, the stage of development reached in the 
Middle Ages, habitually gives rise to institutions of which the 
mediieval guild is the type. Or, again, agrievdture at the ” open 
of development habitually gives rise to some sort of 
feudalism;. On the other hand, if they are uang modem methods 
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of production men find themselves associating in institutions 
such as Joint Stock Companies and Trades Unions. And on top 
of these directly economic forms of association there arise corre- 
sponding political, religious, legal, and philosophical ideas. So 
far Marx is simply asserting the interconnections of historical 
phenomena. He is making the point that it is idle to suppose that 
you can have mediaival guilds as your form of association and 
automatic, electrically driven machinery as your method of 
production : or, vice versa, handicraft methods of production and 
Joint Stock Companies, international trusts, and nation-wide 
Trades Unions as your forms of association. But now he goes on to 
describe the way the thing moves, to give the dynamic analysis. 

“ At a certain stage of their development, the material forces 
of production in society come into conflict with the existing 
relations of production, or — hat is but a legal expression for 
the some thing — ^with the property relations within which 
they had been at work before. From forms of development of 
the forces of production these relations turn into their fetters. 
Then comes the period of social revolution. With the change of 
the economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is 
more or less rapidly transformed. In considering such trans- 
formations the distinction should always be made between the 
material transformation of the economic conditions of produc- 
tion which can be determined with the precision of natural 
science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philo- 
sophic — ^in short, ideological forms in which men become 
conscious of this conflict and flight it out." 

Once the foundation upon which the social structure rests is 
disturbed—once, that is to say, the technique of production 
changes^a complex, reciprocating interaction is set up between 
all the parts of the social structure. History is under way.^ 

I Alaix goes 00 to make the pomt that we Iiave bem diseussbig above, and 
which Engels makes with his concept uf " false conseionsness.” He goes on to 
qaseit that you oannot, for example, judge of the real motlveB of a olass struggling 
for power by what the spokesmen of t&t olass think are their motives, This is 
how Mane, somewhat obBcucely, puts the point: 

Just as our opinion of an individual Is not based on what he thinks of him- 
self, so esm we not judge of such a period of tronsfonnation by its own con- 
sciousness: on the contrary, this oonsoiousness must rathet be explained from 
the contradietdons of inntenal life, from the existlDg conflict between the socitfl 
ftvoea of produotion and the relations of production,” 
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The Lata of Motion of Capitalism 

The specifically economic aspect of Marxism is best defined as 
the law of motion of capitalist society. To the discovery of this 
law Marx devoted the very flower of his genius. It amounts 
to a full description of the way in which capitalism works. 
Those who have mastered it, and they alone, experience has 
now shown, can predict the direction in which capitalism will 
develop. 

The unique predictive power of Marxist economic theory is 
based not so much on a superior acuteness or subtlety of analysis 
as on a distinctive approach. The science of political economy, 
ns it was developed in France and Britain during the eighteenth, 
and the beginning of the nineteenth, centuries was ip essence a 
criticism of the economic system then in existence, a system 
which was only semi-capitahst. This system was called the 
mercantile, or m gcajitilis t. system, and it was the last of the 
numerous transition stages between feudalism and capitalism. 
The diaracteristic feature of this economic system was an 
elaborate structure of rules end regulations, both for foreign and 
domestic trade, within the framework of which alone production 
and exchange could be carried on. A pervasive system of tariffs 
and regulations for foreign tfade is often thought of as the most 
Important paxt of this network of laws. But equally significant 
were the laws and regulations which established particular rates * 
of wages, conditions of work, and in many cases selling prices, for 
home production. In England, as we have seen, these regulations 
ware mainly based upon the Elizabethan Statute of Apprentices. 
Continually revised and adjusted, they constituted a very com- 
plete regulation of the productive system. 

The essential message of the great economists who appeared in. 
both BMglhnd and ¥'rance in the latter half of the eighteenth 
century was tbisi sweep away all these rules and regulations: 
Wtow the owners of the means of production to employ labour on 
any tejrtns on which they can secure it; allow them to sell in any 
ipnarket they can reach, and at any price they can get, and 
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everything will go better: “Laisse/i faire — ^laissex aller,”* as the 
French economists summed up the precept. The wcaltli of 
nations will be enormously increased, as Adam Smith summed 
up the promise. 

The economists were right. As the event showed, the wealth of 
nations was prodigiously increased when their advice was taken. 
But what is the wealth of nations ? The wealth of nations turned 
put to be the maximum possible accumulation of profit in the 
hands of the capitalists. For it was out of this privately accu- 
mulated profit that the world was industrialized. And an obvious 
condition for the utmost possible amount of profit was the 
lowest possible wages. Hence the maximum augmentation of 
the wealth of the nation was seen in theory, and turned out in 
practice, to depend upon the imposition of the utmost possible 
poverty upon the people. It was the familiar paradox of the 
individual miser, who must starve himself in order to get rich, 
reproduced upon a social scale. 

The essential point for us is that the body of economic doc- 
trine which was thus established) and which is still the core of 
aU capitalist economics, ivas not a critique of capitahsm. It 
was, on the contrary, a critique of pre-capitahst, mercantilist, 
or, in the case of France, semi-feudal, conditions — and a plea 
for the establishment of fully fledged capitalism. Now the body 
of economic doctrines which Marx worked out begins where 
capitalist economic theory leaves off. Just as capitalist economics 
are, in essence, a critique of pre-capitalist conditions and a demand 
for capitalism, so Marxist economics are a critique of capitalism 
^and a demand for socialism. Capitalist economics, by conti-ast- 
ing capitalism to earlier conditions, show us how capitalism 
will work if only we will let it. Marx shows us whither capital- 
ism will take us, if we do not stop it. Adam Smith and Ricardo 
demonstrated that capitalism would industrialize the world at 
the maximum possible rate. Marx accepts their conclusion; 
hand then shows what must happoi when this job of industrializ- 
ing the world is substantially accomplished.^ 

1 Which mcansi let It he noted, not “ Let eveiythtag alone, " but “ Let make, 
let go ” — vie. “ Let the capitaliste make what they like and do what they like 
with it.” 

3 Another dUfeiencc is that, naturally, the claaaioal capitalist economista placed 
nU their stress on the wealth which capitahsm would bring to the capitalists 
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This explains why Marx wrote comparatively little about the 
socialist economic system which, he declared, should succeed 
capitalism. To describe a future socialist economic system in 
detail was not his business. For it is only possible to foresee 
economic systems in the broadest outline. The classical capitalist 
economists foresaw the basic principles of capitalism, for they 
derived those principles from their critique of the mercantilist 
system. In just the same way Marx derived the basic principles 
of socialism (viz. planned production for use from publicly 
owned means of production, the products to be distributed 
according to the quality and quantity of the work done) from 
his critique of capitalism. But he would have forfeited his 
right to be called a scientist, and become a mere spinner of 
fancies, if he had claimed to be able to describe the society of 
the future in any greater detail than this. And if we are now able 
to fill in a certain amount of that detail, that is only because a 
socialist society, the actual practice of which we can study, is 
now arising in the Soviet Union. 

In the course of the first part of this book we attempted to 
outline (especially in Chapter VII) the essential point of Marx’s 
critique of capitalism. Here we need only indicate how Marx 
aiTived at his economic discoveries. 

Marx’s economics are a particular application of the 
materialist conception of history. Someone who was seized of 
this conception could alone have conceived of the existing, 
contemporary economic system having a law of motion at all. 
The concept that economic systems have a determinate cycle 
of growth and decay, and that consequently a social morphology 
is possible, was Marx’s first great contribution to economics. 

The body of Marx’s economics, as expounded in the three 
volumes of Capital, is concerned with tracing out what happens 
if and when a class of persons owning almost all the means of 

dedng the time in which it was perfonoing Its task and ptivilege of indus< 
ttialumtion. Marx, on the other hand, reveals the other ride of the piotiue— ‘the 
atroCiotie poverty which this same process, conducted by these means, must bring 
to the workers. 

But here there is no real disagreement between them ; they are only ooncentrat- 
^g their attention on different aspects of the same phenomenon, he. industrialhia' 
flim, or the aectunulation Of capital — ^wfaich both agree is the hmctlon of capi* 
tidhunu B(#tbe cilassiOal capitalist econonnsts stop at this point. Marx goes on, 
and shows that once tJUs Job of industrialiring the world is done, there is nothing 
more which oaptbrilwn can a(eoompli8h, 
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production buys the labour power of a much mote numerous 
class of persons who have no other way of maintaining their 
existence. Marx showed, by a far more rigorous and thorough 
application of the law of value which the classical capitalist 
economists had themselves discovered, that the effect must be 
the ever more rapid piling up of immense masses of capital in 
the hands of the owners of the means of production, and the 
holding down of the standard of life of the workers to what 
sufficed to enable them to provide an effective labour supply in 
, perpetuity. The theory of value which was, up till about 1880, 
common ground between Marx and the capitalist economists 
declares that (the value of commodities is determined by the 
number of hours of socially necessary labour which have been 
expended in producing them. The reader will have noticed that 
we made no direct attempt to expound the labour theory of 
value in Part I. It was, however, implicit in our investigation 
of the problems raised by the conscious application of a com- 
mumty’s productive resources to the satisfaction of its wants 
in the order of their urgency. For human labour of hand and 
brain is, in the ultimate analysis, the basic, limited and there- 
fore precious, productive resource which has to be allocated 
between alternative uses. 

Indeed, so soon as we think in terms of society as a whole, 
the labour theory of value is self-evident. The total number of 
man-hours of work is undeniably the ultimate factor of produc- 
tion which must be distributed amongst the necessary tasks to 
be accomplished by any social group. It is above all necessary, 
that is to say, for anybody who is planning the economic life 
of any community, whether large or small, whether a family 
group of settlers or a whole nation, to decide on how the work 
of l^e community is to be sh$ired out amongst the available 
workers. Units of labour time inevitably become his units of 
measurement. He will inevitably reckon the cost of alterna- 
tive acts of production according to the amoimt of labour time 
which they directly or indirectly absorb. Thus, since in Part I 
we were intent to describe a planned system of production for 
use, rather than, to ^ve any exhaustive analysis of capitalism, 
an exposition of the labour theory of value was unnecessary 
to our limited jpiurpose. Such an expoation is, however, essential 
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to any final understanding of capitalism and its present 
difficulties. 

To achieve such an understanding of capitalism is not the 
purpose of this book, however. Here, therefore, we may be 
content merely to point out that the chief difficulty to an 
acceptance of the labour theory of value arises from the delu- 
sion that Marx stated that commodities, in a fully developed 
capitalism such as ours, exchanged in proportion to the amount 
of socially necessary labour time contained in them. Or, to put 
the point in another way, it is supposed that Marx thought that 
the prices of commodities in a capitalist economy fluctuated 
round their values. 

lilarx, however, was far from supposing any such thing. He 
declared that the only way in which men living under a system 
of buying and selling (or exchanging) can rationally allocate 
the necessary work of the community between its members is 
by exchanging their products in proportion to the labour time 
contained in them. The eighteenth-century economists had 
discovered that this was what men were, unconsciously, doing. 
They saw that the essential, basic ratios of exchange betAveen 
commodities must be, and were, determined by the amount of 
socially necessary labour time which men had had to put into 
their production. 

But Marx was far from suggesting that, under the capitalist 
variant of such a system of buying and selling, commodities do 
tend to exchange at these ratios. He expressly pointed out that 
as capitalism develops, and more especially as the unevenness 
of its development becomes greater and greater, the points 
roimd Avhich the prices of commodities fluctuate diverge more 
and more from tlieir values. So much the worse for capitalism 1 
For this divergence of prices from values is evidence of the ever 
growing irrationality of the system. But this aspect of the work- 
ings of capitalism was not tlie one which principally interested 
Marx. Eor he had been able to prove that, even if all com- 
modities in a capitalist society were sold at their values, as in 
certain conditions {viz. if the composition of capital were the 
(Same in tdl branches of production) they would be, the exploita- 
tion of those who did not OAVn the means of production, by those 
who did, would stai occur. 
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The labour theory of value explains how the flagrant injustice 
and waste of the capitalist system (the existence of which 
needs no demonstration) have arisen. It does so by showing 
that the rapidly accumulating masses of capital which charac- 
terize every capitalist system are produced by the unpaid 
labour of the workers. Marx christened the product of this 
unpaid labour, surplus value. 

The standard, or yard stick, provided by the labour theory 
of value enabled Marx to predict the ever growing difficulties 
into which capitalism must get, as and when industrialization 
became complete. Marx was able to predict the exact condition 
of capitalism which we can now observe. The labour theory^ 
of value enabled him to realize that the holding down of the^ 
workers’ standard of life to the minimum possible level was, up ' 
to a certain point, a necessary condition of industrialization at 
the most rapid pace possible. For thus alone could all available 
productive resources be freed for the production of means of pro- 
duction, or, to put the same point in financial terms, for the ac- 
cumulation of capital. But Marx predicted that aftar a certain 
point was reached, this holding down of the standard of life of 
the great majority of the population to a minimum level would 
turn into a barrier to the further process of industrialization.-^ 
^or the essential fact, that the only ultimate purpose of in- 
dustrialization is to increase the supply of consumers’ goods, 
and so raise the standard of life of the population, would begin 
to make itself felt. It would become absurd, and in the end 
actually unprofitable, to go on producing new factories which 
could not sell their products, because the process of their own 
erection had necessitated the holding down of the general 
standard of life to so low a point that the population could not 
hope to buy the products. 

This is the core of that central “ contradiction,” as he called 
itj which, Marx predicted, would more and more press upon 
capitalism. For there is no way of overcoming this difficulty 
wliich does not land capitalism in even worse troubles. In 
particular, the often advocated, but, significantly, never adopted 
remedy of raising the wages of the workers in order to enable 

1 “ Vtom fotma of development of tbe foroci of pmductign theie relationa turn 
into Uieir fetten.” (See p, aa7 nbove.) 



374 


THE SCIENCE OP SOCIAL CHANGE 


them to buy all the consumers’ goods which industry can pro- 
duce is not open to the capitalists, even if they should be so 
generous and so intelligent as to attempt it. For contemporary 
capitalism, in spite of the immense profits which the owners of 
the means of production appropriate, is always and everywhere 
hard pressed. Even in the richest empires, such as Britain, it 
feels, and in one sense correctly, that it has nothing to give to 
the workers. On the contrary, we invariably notice that the 
practice of aU capitalists, however much they may talk of solv- 
ing their difficulties by raising wages, is to attempt to solve 
them by still further lowering wages. 

This remarkable contradiction between capitalist theory 
mid capitalist practice is based upon the fact that the owners 
of the means of production have now accumulated such im- 
mense masses of capital that vast sums of profit are now neces- 
sary even to pay a minimum rate of profit, or interest, on them, 
knd it is imperatively necessary for capitalism to prevent the 
rate of profit, which is the mainspring or driving motor of the 
whole system, from going below the point at which the whole 
massive and complex mechanism can be kept in motion. Hence, 
however much it may escape from it infanqf, by the expedient 
of paying more to the workers, capitalism is, in fact, continually 
being driven back on to its basic inability to dispose of its pro- 
ducts. The difficulty asserts itsdf in what we are accustomed 
to call a lack of markets. There are, however, as we noticed 
in Chapter XX, various ways in which its onset can be post- 
poned. The main one is the acquisition abroad of those markets 
which cannot be provided at home. But this temporary solu- 
tion. of the difflcidty leads to international conflicts insoluble 
except by wav 

We can now observe the series of fateful and tragic develop- 
ments, which Marx predicted, taking place before our eyes. We do 
not need the theoretical apparatus, which he built up upon the 
basis of the labour theory of value, in order to know that they 
exist. But this apparatus was neoessai? in order to enable Marx to 
predict thdtr appearance, and is still necessary to us if we would 
not only recognize but comprehend them. At the same time it 
is this ^eoretical apparatus which makes Marx’s work difficult, 
often to the popit of iucompr^ensihility, to many pmsent-day 
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readers. The first part of Capital in particular requires the 
greatest effort of comprehension. In the opinion of Engels this 
Is partly due to defects in Marx’s methods of presentation, 
which are themselves attributable to the dreadful conditions of 
poverty and ill health in which this part of Capital was written. 
But the initial difficulties of Capital are basically due to the de- 
ductive method which Marx had necessarily to adopt for his 
task of prediction. For the inductive method is clearly not avail- 
able till the necessary phenomena fi’om which the induction 
can bo made have developed. 

In any case what excites our wonder is not that Marx was 
unable to plot the cm’ve of the determinate development of 
capitalism without introducing difficult conceptions; the wonder 
is that he was able to do it at aU. Indeed, Marx’s substantially 
correct prediction of the future course of capitalist development, 
considered as a sheer feat of intellect, has never been surpassed. 
The limits of rational explanation are strained to the utmost in 
order to account for the ability of Marx to have discovered the 
law of motion of capitalism as early as 1850.^ For at that time 
capitalism had stiE weE over half a century to run before the 
symptoms produced by its central contradiction became acute. 
We can only marvel at, and deEght in, the startling mental 
powers which certain men have possessed. What future triumphs 
for the mind of man are not promised us by these at present 
exceptional phenomena ! 

Theie Is evidence tbat be knetr all Uie essential parts of his ecsonoinlc system 
by 1850— although bis analysis was only completed in the thiid volume of CapUal 
publislied in 1894. 
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The materialist conception of liistory and the law of motion of 
capitalism describe the general movement of human society, 
'rhe first gives us a general, perspective view, the second an ex- 
haustive study of the foregroimd. But neither of them analyses 
the nature of that movement: nor do they, even taken together, 
amount to a comprehensive outlook on the world. 

We now come to the third and most generalized aspect of the 
science of social change, namely Dialectical M ateriali sm. In 
order of discovery, however, Dialectical Materialism came first.^ 
Marx and Engels, like all young Germans of their generation, 
received a predominantly philosophical education. They were 
legitimate heirs to the great tradition of German classical philo- 
sophy. Now German classical philosophy belonged to the idealist 
ns opposed to the materialist philosophical school. The differ- 
ence between these two schools is in essence this. Idealist 
philosophers believe that the primary stuff of the universe con- 
sists of thoughts or ideas, and that material reality is only a 
reflection of this thought stuff. Materialist philosophers believe, 
on the contrary, that our thoughts and ideas are the reflection 
of a material reality which exists outside and independently of 
our consciousness. > Materialist philosophy is associated with the 
scientific, investigatory, experiment^ attitude towards the 

1 Tbia was incvitalile, for only men possi^sed of tho dialectical theory of evolu- 
tion could ever have even asked themselves the questions which klaix aad Engels 
answered. Hence, ogaln, we should logically have attempted lo deal with dialectical 
inaieilalism. Arst. The advantage of the present order of treatment is simply that 
hy using it we can move from the familiar, the concrete and the speclAc towards 
the abstract and general. Its disadvantage is that it may auggest that dialectics 
arc B sort of phUosophicat ornament superimpoied upon the more “ practical ” 
aspects of marxism, ui foot there is no port of the Marxist theoretical structure 
which is not diuleotieal, or wbiob could bav’e been created by men who did not 
think diolectleally. 

s Thilosopfaical schools are to-day more usually divided into dualists aud monists ; 
viz. persons who respectively heU^'C that the atuS of the universe is of two kinds 
— ^inind and matter (to use the tenos which ate now most usually cmploycdl — 
svhich cduiiol he resolved into a unity, and tiiose who think that they can be so 
resolved. Monists may in turn be sub-divided into those who think that the basic 
sttiS of the univettiC is mind: those wlio think that it is matter, and tliose vvho 
think that it is of a neutral character as between mind and matter, hut tliese 
diatihctkins arc not relevant to our Held of interest. The UstorioaUy important 
and distinction is undoubtedly that between materialists and ideolista. 
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world. Indeed, the earlj' seventeenth-century scientists were 
many of them philosophers of this school (for example, Bacon). 

Marx and Engels were, however, brou gh t up idealists. Yet 
obviously they were natxu’al born materialists. Their whole cast 
of mind revolted at the idea that external reality was a mere 
mirror image of something inside the human head. Their outlook 
was essentially investigatory and experimental — extrovert, as we 
should say now. As soon as they began to think independently 
they became materialists. But, and this was the first sign of their 
genius, they did not, as would have most young men in revolt 
against the intellectual tradition in which they had been brought 
up, simply fling awny their heritage in idealist philosophy. On 
the contrary, they realized that idealist philosophy had pre- 
served -and developed an extremely important aspect of the 
truth which materialism, and the scientific outlook built upon 
it, had* hitherto neglected. This is how Engds expressed the 
view, from which they never departed, that 'the then existing 
scientific, materialist outlook was by itself inadequate t 

** The analysis of Nature into its individual parts, the 
grouping of the different natural processes and natural objects 
in definite classes, the study of the internal anatomy of 
organic bodies in their manifold forms — ^these were the fun- 
damental conditions of the gigantic strides in our knowledge 
of Nature which have been made during the last four hundred 
years. But this method of investigation has also left us as a 
legacy the habit of observing natural objects and natural pro- 
cesses in their isolation, detached from the whole vast inter- 
connection. of things; and therefore not in their motion, but 
in their repose; not as essentially changing, but as fixed con- 
stants; not in their life, but in their death. . , . 

“ . . . And this is so because in considering individual things 
it loses sight of their connections; in contemplating their ex- 
istence it forgets their coming into being and passing away; 
in looking at them in rest it leaves their motion out of account ; 
because it cannot see the wood for the trees.” 

{Anti-Dilhring, pp, 27-8.) 

Marx and Engels con-sidered that the materialist, scientific out- 
look bad only aehieved its triumphs at a price. In immensely 
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increasing our knowledge of each one of the trees, it had progres- 
sively blinded us to the wood. The pre-scientific epoch had pos- 
sessed a superior vision of the complex of reality. The philosophers 
of ancient Greece, for example, had only the most meagre know- 
ledge of the nature of the component parts of the universe; but 
they had a vivid sense of the whole. They had, above all, a grasp 
of the fact that the universe is not a structure but a flux: that 
it is a complex of moving, and therefore interacting, parts. The 
philosophers of ancient Greece gave, Engels goes on to say, in- 
comparably the best expression to this original, pre-scientific 
conception of the universe. They expressed superbly what every- 
one must feel when he reflects upon the picture presented to 
him by the totality of his objective experience. 

“ When we reflect on Nature, or the history of mankind, or 
our own intellectual activity, the first picture presented to us 
is of an endldk maze of relations and interactions, in which 
nothing remains what, where, and as it was, but everything 
moves, changes, comes into being, and passes out of existence 
. . . everything is and also is not, for everything is in fluaj, <■ 
is constantly changing, constantly coming into being and 
passing away.” {Anti-Diihring, p. 27.) 

This conception of reality as an infinitely interconnected, 
continuously developing process was lost when the materialist, 
scientific attitude became dominant. In order to see what its 
parts were like, men had, as it were, to take the universe to pieces, 
much as a student lays out the interacting parts of a machine 
which he is studying upon his work bench. This process of taking 

{ to pieces was absolutely necessary; without it we could never 
have got any exact knowledge of what reality was made up of. 
But it entailed a process of dissection; it entailed the taking apart 
of each particular ntinute sub-division of the whole in order to 
investigate it separately and in isolation. It entailed losing sight 
of the fact that each of these parts was both interacting with all 
the rest, and was also itself coming into existence and passing 
out of existence again. 

the older, better integrated, although far less precis^, way 
of looking at things was not «itirely lost. From the revival of 
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learning at the time of the Renaissance the idealist school of 
philosophy began to develop. And this school preserved, al- 
though in a distorted form, the older, integral conception of the 
universe. It conceived of reality as a mere reflection of the 
thought process going on in the heads of its philosophers. But it 
conceived of their thought as _ft..prQfiess; as au uninterrupted 
development, as on^ organic whole made up of intei'acting parts. 
Moreover, as the primary thought process was of this character, 
so also must be the reality which mirrored it. Hence the idealist 
philosophers, by a devious route, came to look at reality more 
dynamically and more integrally than did anyone else. 

This way of thinking culminated in the German philosopher, 
Hegel, in whose elaborate discipline Marx and Engels were 
brought up. Hegel was a man of Wmidable intellectual powers 
and of encyclopedic learning. In his system, Engels writes, 

“ the whole natural, historical, and spiritual world was pre- 
sented as a process; that is, as in constant motion, change, 
transformation and development; and the attempt was made to 
show the internal interconnections in this motion and develop- 
ment. From this standpoint the history of mankind no longer 
appeared as a confused whirl of senseless deeds of violence, 
all equally condemnable before the judgment seat of the now 
matured philosophic reason, and best forgotten as quickly as 
possible, but as the process of development of humanity 
itself. It now became the task of thought to follow the gradual 
stages of this process through all its devious ways, and to 
trace out the inner regularities running tlirough all its ap- 
parently fortuitous phenomena, 

“ That Hegel did not succeed in this task is here immaterial. 
His epoch-making service was that he propoimded it.” 

{AtUi-DiUiring, p. 80.) 

I 

Hegel propounded the problem of seeking over the whole field 
of knowledge for regularities, for invariable laws, which might 
ihe found to govern the way in which phenomena interacted, 
changed and developed. It was, above all, this attitude of mind 
which Marx and Engels admired in the idealist school, and de- 
termined to preserve when they abandoned its basic postulate 
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of the unreality of matter. They determined to preserve, Engels 
■writes in his essay on Ludwig Feuerbach, 

“ the great basic thought that the -world is not to be 
comprehended as a complex of ready-made things, but as a 
complex of processes, in which the things apparently stable, no 
less than Lh6ir mind-images in our heads, the concepts, go 
through an uninterrupted change of coming into being and 
passing away." 


Moreover, they felt there was a great deal of evidence to sug- 
gest that the interconnections and the laws of motion w^hich 
Hegel and his school had declared to inhere in the world of 
thought (in the self-development of the idea, as Hegel put it) 
were laws which could be observed to be operating in the ob- 
jective -world — ^both in the sphere of historical events and of 
nature. Marx and Engels devoted much of the rest of their lives 
to the investigation of the question of whether these suggested 
laws of motion really were objective phenomena. Marx took 
especially the field of historical and economic development, and 
Engels that of the natural sciences. They came to the conclu- 
sion that both historical events and natural forces did move, 
change, and interact according to a general, observable pattern. 

It is dear that nothing can exceed the importance of this 
discovery, if it can be verified j for it provides an invaluable 
guiding hypothesis for investigation. Moreover, in fields in which 
past events are well imown, it provides the basis for scientific 
prediction, and so for the control of phenomena. Since the pat- 
tern which Slarx and Engels observed in all classes of phenomena 
was of a particular kind known by Hegel os “ dialectical,”^ they 

’I- Hegel’s cIiQlce ol the wotd di^ecticiil to cvpiess his basic concept tliat ideas 
,and (for him) consequently ie.i]ity hod de\ eloped, and ahvays must develop, 
through a j^thesizinc of opposites, vios n curious one. He took the word from 
the classicaf Greek piulosupners ; but they liad used it in a much more lestrioted, 
and, indeed, somewhat different, sense. They hod maintained tliat trath could 
be tost dha/aered by the clash of argument — by the full recognition of the oppo- 
Mte didea of propositions add phenomena. From this oomc &c Sooratio method 
of pbilosophieal luvestigntion, and, in the dechoe ol classical philosophy, tlic 
use of ** dialectics," i.e. the scoring of debating points, m the sense Of the word 
most widely ciment to-day. Hence no little confusion arises for those who hear 
of dtjateotioni materialisro for the Arst tune. It is true, however (see below), that 
Ute greateat Greek plulosopUers hod an essentially diateclical concept of the uni- 
verse, ushtg the lerni ip the fiir wider sense first given to it by Hegel and now 
used by hlSindifts. Hence Hegel was jusdfied ht his choice of terms. 
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called Ihis view of tlie woi’ld “ dialectical raateiialism.” In their 
hands, Engels writes, 

“ dialectics reduced itself to tlie science of the general laws 
of motion — both of the external world and of human thought 
— two sets of laws which are identical in substance, but differ 
in their expression in so far as the human mind can apply 
them consciously, while in nature and also up to now for the 
most part in human history, these laws assert themselves 
unconsciously in the form of external necessity in the midst 
of an endless series of seemuig accidents." 

{Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 54.) 


In this way Marx and Engels married the materialist, scientific 
tradition, as it had developed in France and England, with the 
dialectical method of German idealist philosophy. The result, 

“ dialectica materialism,” is a body of knowledge which claims 
to describe the way in which phenomena have, and hence pre- 
sumably will, interact and develop. This is what things in general 
are like, Marx and Engels declare; or rather, this is the way 
they move. Dialectical materiaUsin is a theory of evolution. ^ It 
claims to be a strictly scientific hypothesis deduced from the 
ever accumulating data provided by all the sciences. “ There 
could be no question of building the laws of dialectics into nature, 
but of discovering them in it and evolving them from it,” Engels 
writes {Anii-DUhring). Dialectical materialism is not, then, a 
philosophy; it is, rather, the methodology of scientific thought. ' 
Engels elaborates this point as follows ; 

“ In both cases modern materialism is essentially dialectical, 
and no longer needs any philosophy standing above the pther 
sciences. As soon as each separate science is required to get 
clarity as to its position in the great totality of things, a special 
science dealing with this totality is superfluous. What still 
independently survives of aU former philosophy is the science 
of thought and its law — formal logic and dialectics. Every- 
thing else is merged in the positive science of Nature and 
history.” {Anli~D'lihring, p. 82.) 

Tlds lieniu'deflprflMs It. (See the TwMngt of Karl Mara,) 
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The philosophic temper and approach is preserved, but philo- 
sophy itself becomes redundant. “ Dialectics is nothing more 
than the science of the general laws of motion and development 
of Nature, human society and thought.” {Ludwig Feuerbcush.) 

What, then, are these extremely general laws of motion which, 
Marx and Engels assert, both organic and inorganic nature, and 
human society, exhibit in their evolution ? First of all, it can 
be observed, it is suggested, that both of these classes of phe- 
nomena do not evolve in a straight line. Human society, for 
example, has not, as is often supposed, slowly but steadily 
evolved from lower and more primitive to higher and higher 
forms. On the contrary, the movement has been of a zig-zag 
character. It is not that successive civilizations have arisen and 
collapsed. That is a commonplace. The historical fact upon 
which dialectical materialism insists is that the rise of each 
civilization has represented a loss as well as a gain, and the fall 
of each civilization has represented a gain as well as a loss. 

We noticed this in the case of the rise of Athenian civilization. 
We discussed the well-known fact "that the essential formdation 
upon which one of the most beautiful of all civilizations was 
based was the brutal and horrible degradation, the ruin and 
eventual enslavement, of the people of Attica, till then organized 
in the relatively free and equal gentile order. We noticed that 
an analogous process happened in Britain five hundred years 
ago. The gain in learning, accumulated wealth, amenities, com- 
mand over nature — ^in a word, in civilization in general — which 
began about 14S0, was only achieved at the cost of the degrada- 
tion of the mass of the population. Chaucer’s hearty, healthy, 
sturdy peasants, who were the admiration of all Europe, became 
in Irtftle more than a century the wretched paupers of whose 
universal presence Queen Elizabeth had to complain: paupers 
who then, as ever afterwards, had to be supported out of public 
hinds by special legislation. The same thing, again, took place 
with the introduction of power-driven machinery around J800. 
The standard of civilization was in one way immensely raised; 

oniy at the cost of the frightful degradation of whole sec- 
tions of the population, including the torture of generations of 
children;. 



DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM 


388 


Every step forward in human development seems to have 
been bought at so high a price that we are often inclined to 
doubt if there has been any net gain. But this tragic doctrine 
is not the whole story. There is a relationship, an interaction, 
between the different stages of historical development. The loss 
which humanity suffers each time it makes a step forward is 
not necessarily a pennanent one. The next step in advance may 
remedy the evils produced in the previous one, while retaining 
its achievements. 

For example, the societies of almost independent peasants 
(and of handicraft workers in the free towns) which developed in 
favourable conditions at the end of the Middle Ages (as in 
fifteenth-century England) recovered much of that freedom and 
equality which had been lost at the dawn of civilization and the 
decay of the gens. But the thirteenth- and fourteenth-century 
societies retained the enormous advances in civilization which 
had meanwhile been achieved. They retained field agriculture, 
the highly developed manipulation of wood and metals, the 
capacity for the exchange of surplus products, the power to 
store knowledge in written records, and all the other funda- 
mental advances which had been made during the intervening 
two or three thousand years. ^ 

Again — and this is, of course, the example on which Marx 
and Engels laid the greatest sti’ess — ^the startling gains in the 
technique of production and in the accumulation of wealth which 
have been made by means of the filching of the means of produc- 
tion from the mass of the population during the last five hundred 
years %vill not be lost when tliat expropriation is reversed by 
the establishment of socialism. Capitalism, as we saw, established 
itself by taking (originally by force, subsequently by allowing 
economic tendencies to act without restraint) their essential 
means of production from some seven-tenths of the population. 
It was a mistake, however, said Marx and Engels, to think, as 
did the Chartists, that when the British people recovered their 
means of production, they would break up the relatively large- 
scale agriculture, and the extremely large-scale industry, which 

'1^ Tlu'' tiigti kvol of Classical civilization had lost meanwhile, hat by ISUt) 
the technical knowledge which makes otvilization. possible had in cermin vital 
icspeets (e.g, printing) already lieeii pushed beyond the level reached by Ihc 
ahrlents. 
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had m the meanwhile been established, and return to peasant 
agriculture and tiny, scattered, handicraft industry. They would 
have to do just tMs if they attempted to divide up amongst 
themselves the means of production — to parcel them out for 
individual ownership again. But this ivould involve the abandon- 
ment of most of the unparalleled technical advances of the last 
five hundred years. Not only would this be a crime against 
human progress; it would be a sheer physical impossibility. For 
the population had in the meanwhile giown six- or seven-fold. 
It would now be physically impossible to maintain us all, even 
on the lowest standard of life, by means of the tcchnieal methods 
of the Middle Ages such as are alone compatible with scattered, 
individual ownership of tiny means of production. 

The peoples of the capitalist slates would not, then, when 
they recovered possession of the means of production, attempt 
to re-establish individual ownership by physically breaking up 
the great aggregated means of production. They would, on the 
contrary, operate them as their common property — dividing 
only the 'products amongst themselves. (And this is what has 
actually been done in the only case in which the people of a 
community have regained possession of the means of production 
— in the case of the people of the Soviet Union.) In this way, 
and in this way alone, ftfarx and Engels taught, can the people 
of Europe regain all that they have lost in the last five hundred 
years and yet retain, and at long last get the benefit of, the 
immense gains which have been made in the same period. 

Thus the general pattern of human history is seen to consist, 
not of any even line of upward development, but of a complex 
interaction in which every step forward is only achieved at the 
cost of a step back — ^but in which these inevitable retrogressions 
. are remedied at the next stage. Another way of picturing this 
type of movement is that of a spiral. The movement comes back 
to the place at which it started, but at a higher level. For 
example, in the historical sequence which we have instanced 
we may take freedom and equality iu the old gentile societies 
as the stariafig-point. This type of society had to be dissolved 
in ord.er to start civilization on its upward path. The slave civi- 
Kzationa of antiquity arose. These dissolved into the compara- 
tively free societies of the barbarian invaders. But, by the end 
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of the Middle Ages, human society, while retaining a relative 
freedom and equality, had regained a measure of civilization. 
Freedom and social equality* were, necessarily, soon lost again, 
however. They had to be lost if our recent giant steps in tech- 
nical and economic progress were to be achieved. Nor could 
they be recovered until, with, the overthrow of capitalism, 
the wheel comes full circle and social equality and freedom 
again become possible on the basis of the common ownership 
of the giant means of production evolved in the capit- 
alist epoch. 

Or, again, we may look at the historical process as progress 
through a scries of contradictions. (This is how Hegel and the 
older dialecticians thought of it.) The gentile society is dissolved, 
is contradicted, or “ negated,” as the philosophers called it in 
their curious terminology, by the ancient forms of civilization. 
These in turn dissolve into the Dark Ages. For the evils which 
those civilizations have created become insupportable, and the 
ancient civilizations are negated. But their basic technical and 
cultural achievements are not lost, and civilization reappears 
during the Middle Ages on a rdatively tolerable basis. But this 
new stage is in its turn “ negated,” and so on and so on. Each 
stage is a contradiction, or negation, of the one before it. But 
it is not a flat contradiction — ^an absolute negation. It does not 
wipe out completely the stage which it supplants. 

The re-establishment of a relatively free society in the Dark 
Ages by no means entailed the regression of tbe technical basis of 
civilization to the old gentile level. The basic achievements of 
antiquity survived,* and relative freedom and equality were re- 
established on a higher level. Or, again, the overthrow of 
capitalism does not mean the destruction of our gigantic modern 
means of production which were accumulated in the form of 
private capital; on tlve contrary, while changing the ownership 
and use of this capital, it will mean the re-establishment of 

* E^uahiy in the sense of a lelatn'c diffusion of the means of ptoduotion. 

A We are accustomed to tliink of the mam achievements of clasaical antiquity 
aa cultural, and these oultural anbiovements were, temporanly, almost completely 
lost in the Park Ages, But the basic achievements of antiquity rvece technical, 
were such things as the invention of field agnculluxo, the domestioation of some 
animals, the invention of coastmg ships and the like. And these aebievements 
were not lost, but transmitted by the conquered Boman provlnoiols to their 
batharun conquerors. 

Ns 
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freedom and equality on the higher basis afforded by these 
massed productive resources. 

This is the general pattern which Marx and Engels discerned 
in the development of human society through time. It is called 
a dialectical movement, and this particular aspect of it was 
called by Hegel “ the negation of the negation.” For each stage 
contradicted or negated the one before it, and then was contra- 
dicted or negated itself. 

The question is, has history really been like that ? Marx and 
Engels believed that it has. They believed that this pattern was 
not something to which they fitted and twisted the record of the 
human past, but was something which emerged as inherent in 
that past so soon as the historical record had become sufficiently 
long and full to make its general character visible. The test must 
be, as usual, one of prediction value. If this really is the pattern 
of history, exhibited m coil aftmr coil, in spiral after spiral, of 
ascending development, it must surely be possible to predict the 
general character of the next phase ? By producing the present 
curve of development it must be possible to see how and when 
society will return, though on a higher level, to a given point on 
a previous spiral, Marx and Engds did not hesitate to put the 
matter to this test. For example, they confidently predicted that 
the next phase of historical devdopment would return to the 
mass of the population those means of production which had 
been gradually taken from them during the last five hundred 
years. The capitalist dass, in order to perform its historical 
function, had expropriated the people. But the expropriators, as 
Marx puts it, in the peroration to the first volume of Ca^UcA, 
would themselves be expropriated. This is how (writing in the 
eighteen-sixties) he characterizes this future counter-expro- 
priation of the capitalists by the people. It is the negation of 
the negation. This does not re-establish private properly for the 
producer, hut gives him individual property based on the 
acquisitions of the capitalist eraj i,e. on co-operation and the 
possesion in common of the land and of the means of pro- 
duction.” 

Xn Britain and America the epunter-mepropriation remains a 
ai^ an as^jiration. But over one-sixth of the world’s 
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surface this event has now happened. Moreover, in most of the 
other five-sixths of the world the struggle^ of the mass of the 
population to resume the ownership of the land and the other 
means of production dominates the political scene. 

Engels has a passage in which he deals with the dialectical 
character of the successive stages through which the ownership 
of one essential factor of production, namely the land, has passed. 

“ All civilized peoples begin with the common ownership of 
the land. With all peoples who have passed a certain primitive 
stage in the course of the development of agriculture, this 
common ownership becomes a fetter on production. It is 
abolished, negated, and after a longer or shorter series of 
intermediate stages is transformed into private property. 
But at a higher stage of agricultural development, brought 
about by private property in land itself, private property in 
turn becomes a fetter on production as is the case to-day, both 
with small and large landownersbip. The demand that it also 
should be negated, that it should once again be transformed 
into common property, necessarily arises. But this demand 
does not mean the restoration of the old original common 
ownership, but the institution of a far higher and more 
developed form of possession in common which, fai’ from 
being a hindrance to piodueldon, on the contrary for the first 
time frees production from all fetters and gives it the possi- 
bility of making full use of modern chemical discoveries and 
mechanical inventions.” 

{^Anti-Dvkrmg, pp. 166-7.) 

This passage, let us not forget, was written just half a century 
before the collectivization of the land of Russia. It was written 
while the breakdown of the early, primitive, common ownership 
of the Russian land into individual holdings (which was not 
quite completed till the revolution) was still going on. Yet it 
foretold, with an accuracy which would be uncanny if it had not 
been based upon a scientific, observed law, whet has now 
occurred. For how could the present collectivization of the land 

1 In sotne connixies we can discern the conscious struggle of the people to 
regnitt the luesns of piaductinn : in others all that Is tis yet visible is o,n unconsCsotrs 
ijStcpjt^e Against the sufferings entailed by their ahenation. 
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of Russia be more accurately and vividly described than in these 
words of Engels, viz. “ the institution of a far higher and more 
developed form of possession in common which, far from being 
a hindrance to production, on the contrary for the first time 
frees production from all fetters and gives it the possibility of 
malting full use of modem chemical discoveries and mechanical 
inventions ” ? 

It is upon this ability to foretell the general direction of 
historical development that dialectical materialism bases its 
claim to proved validity. I cannot resist the conclusion that this 
claim is now established. 


But dialectical materialism makes wider claims than this: it 
claims that the above law of “ the negation of the negation " 
applies not only to historical development, but also to the de- 
velopment of organic and inorganic nature. And it also claims 
to have observed two other laws which are also applicable to all 
classes of phenomena, and without which their motions and 
interactions cannot be understood. Let us deal with these 
claims separately. 

It is claimed that natural as well as historical phenomena have 
evolved; that, if they are to be understood, they must be studied, 
not only as they are, but as they have been and as they will be. 
This is now, of course, a commonplace, admitted by every 
scientist. The doctrine of the evolution of all life from a few 
parental stocks is now universally accepted. The doctrine of the 
evolution through time of the inorganic matter of the universe, 
from original nebular clouds to the ever hardening, cooling 
masses of the stars and planets, is also not questioned. Science 
has come to look at both dosses of phenomena in their becoming 
and their motion, their change, thdr life histories. We should 
remember, however, that this is a new development in scientific 
thought. Until the second half of the nineteenth century no such 
evolutionary view had been developed by the sdentists. The 
only people who had this view (although they held it in their 
peculiar and inverted form) were the idealist, dialectical philo- 
sophers such as Hegd, 

Moreover, dialectical materialism does not merely insist upon 
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Ihc study of the evolution of natural phenomena. It insists that 
their evolution, theu' motion through time, is of a dialectical 
character: that it too exhibits the principle of reciprocating or 
spiral movement, which Hegel called the negation of the nega- 
tion. Engels in the Anti-Duhring gives a number of examples. He 
takes first the life history of those kinds of plants which propa- 
gate by a seeding process. 

“ Let us take a grain of barley. Millions of such grains of 
barley are milled, boiled and brewed and then consumed. But 
i 1‘ such a grain of barley meets with conditions which for it arc 
normal, if it falls on suitable soil, then under the influence of 
heat aud moisture a specific change takes place, it germinates; 
the grain as such ceases to exist, it is negated, and in its place 
appears the plant which has arisen from it, tlie negation of the 
grain. But what is the normal life-process of this plant ? It 
grows, flowers, is fertilized and finally once more produces 
grains of barley, and, as soon as these have ripened, the stallc 
dies, is in its turn negated. As a result of tliis negation of the 
negation we have once again the original grain of barley, but 
not as a single unit, but ten, twenty or thirty fold.” 

{AnU-Duhring, p. 154.) 

The barley lives and evolves by means of returning to its starting- 
point — ^but at a higher levd. One seed has produced many. 
Moreover, as Engels goes on to point out, over long periods 
plants have evolved qualitatively as wdl as quantitativdy. 
Successive generation of seeds have shown variations, becoming 
minutely more adapted to their environment. And the skilled 
horticulturist can Immensely speed up this process, producing 
appreciably better seed &om the evolution of a comparatively 
few generations. 

Engels’ next example is from the insect world. 

” Butterflies, for example, spring from the egg through a 
negation pf the egg, they pass though certain transformations 
until they reach sexual maturity, they pair and are in turn 
negated, dying as soon as the pairing process has been com- 
pleted and the female has laid its numerous eggs.” 

[Anti-DUhring, p. 164.) 
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The story of the evolution of inorganic nature reveals, Engels 
continues, the same pattern. 

“ The whole of geology is a series of negated negations, a 
series arising from the successive shattering of old and the 
depositing of new rock formations. First the original earth- 
crust brought into existence was broken up by oceanic, 
meteorological and a tmospherico- chemical action, and these 
disintegrated masses were deposited on the ocean floor. Local 
elevations of the ocean floor above the surface of the sea 
subjected portions of these first strata once more to the action 
of rain, the changing temperature of the seasons and the oxygen 
and carbonic acid of the atmosphere. These same influences 
acted on the molten masses of rock which issued from the 
interior of the earth, broke through the strata and subse- 
quently solidified. In this way, in the course of millions of 
centuries, ever new strata are formed and in turn are for the 
most part destroyed, ever anew serving as material for the 
formation of new strata. But the result of the process has been 
a very positive one: the creation, out of the most varied 
chemical elements, of a mixed and mechanically pulverized 
soil which makes possible the most abundant and diverse 
vegetation.” 

{Anti-Dilhiing, p. 155.) 

Engels next turns to mathematics. He attached, I think, great 
importance to these mathematical examples, for, if the dialec- 
tical pattern can be perceived in the precise and abstract move- 
ments of numbers and symbols, it must be inherent in the very 
bones of reality. 

“ Let us lake any algebraical ms^gnitude whatever ; for 
example, a. If this M negated, we got — a (minus o). If we 
negate that negation by multiplying —a by -—a, we get o*, 
i.e. the original positive magnitude, but at a higher degree, 
to its second power. In this case also it makes no 
ctSff^enee that wc can reach the same a* by multiplying the 
’ positive (t hy itsdif, thus also getting a®, For the negated 
hogatiou is so aeeurely entrenched, in the a® that the latter 
always Jm® two sejuate roots, namdy et and And the 
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fact that it is impossible to get rid of the negated negation, 
the negative root of the square, acquhes very obvious signifi- 
cance as soon as we get as far as quadratic equations.” 

(Anti-Diihi img, p. 155.) 

Engels then gives another example from the higher maLhe- 
maties of the differential and integral calculus. Finally 
Engels, by a neat turn, shows that the evolution of philosophical 
thought, of which dialectical materialism itself is the end pro- 
duct, has followed this same pattern. 

“ The philosophy of antiquity was primitive, natural 
materialism. As such, it was incapable of clearing up the re- 
lation between thought and matter. But the need to get clarity 
on this question led to the doctrine of a soul separable from 
the body, then to the assertion of the immortality of this 
soul, and finally to monotheism. The old materialism was 
therefore negated by idealism. But in the course of the further 
development of philosophy, idealism too became untenable 
and was negated by modern materialism. This modem 
materialism, the negation of the negation, is not the mere 
re-cstablishment of the old, but adds to the permanent 
foundations of this old materialism the whole thought con- 
tent of two thousand years. It is in fact no longer a philosophy, 
but a simple conception of the world which has to establish 
its validity and be applied, not in a science of sciences stand- 
ing apart, but within the positive sciences. In this develop- 
ment philosophy is therefore ‘ sublated ’ — ^that is, ‘ both 
abolished and preserved * ; abolished as regards its form, 
and preserved as regards its real content.” 

{AniUDilhring, p. 167.) 

So much for the universality of the dialectical pattern in the 
evolution of organic and inorganic mait^. It is suggested, 
however, that two other laws of motion may he perceived from 
the study of the movements of all types of phenomena. The one 
deals with the question of the nature of contradiction, and is 
often referred to as “ the interpenetration of opppsites,” The 
Other dealt mth the relationship pf quantitative to qualitative 
It is based oh the observation that in many cases a 
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quantitative change pushed beyond a certain point constitutes, 
or amounts to, a change in quality. 

Engels exhibits the first of these laws by pointing out that 
so long as we regard phenomena in repose, statically, no con- 
tradictory characteristics present themselves. But this no 
longer holds good so soon as we look at then- motion and inter- 
action. For motion itseK, as the ancient Greeks did not fail to 
observe, is a contradiction. 

“ Even simple mechanical change of place can only come 
about through a body at one and the same moment of time 
being both in one place and also not in it. And the continuous 
assertion and simultaneoiis solution of this contradiction is 
precisely what motion is.” 

{Anii-Buhrvng, p. 137.) 

In the same way Engels observes that the eating and excreting 
processes, which every living thing must continually maintain, 
mean that the actuk physical structure of every man (for 
example) is continually changing. A man is not composed of 
the same cells as he was thirty years ago. Not a single one of 
the atoms of matter which then constituted the man are left. 
And yet we say without hesitation that it is the same man. 
The movement, or evolution, through time of a living organism 
seems to present an analogous contradiction to the movement 
of an object through space, “ life is therefore also a contradic- 
tion which is present in things and processes themselves, and 
which constantly asserts and solves itself ; and as soon as the 
contradiction ceases, life too comes to an end, and death steps 
in,” (Anti-Bilhring, p. 138.) 

The point of these examples is to show that, whether we like 
it or not, contradictions aboxmd in objective phenomena just 
so soon as we regard them in, their movements and interconnec- 
tions. This is, no doubt, very awkward. It would make every- 
lihing easier and simpler if the ordinary laws of formal logic, 
with tbmr ^st principle of the exdnsion of contradictions, gave 
a complete and adequate accoimt of objective reality, But, 
demm^ably, they do not. Accordingly, the dialectical 
matmaliBt urges, we must not try to cram reality intq ’the 
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Procrustean bed of formal logic, but must face up to the con- 
tradictory character of its development, and elaborate a system 
of concepts which wiU lit it. 

This insistence on the necessity to allow for the existence of 
contradictions in objective reality can be put in another way. 
We can talk instead of the “ interpenetration of opposites.” 
The two poles of the contradictory antithesis manage to co- 
exist by interpenetrating each other. Popular wisdom, with 
its insistence on paradox, has always had an insight into this. 
For paradox is the recognition that two contradictory, or 
opposite, considerations may both be true ; that, indeed, in 
the recognition of both of them lies the only possibility of an 
adequately comprehensive, and therefore true, description of 
reality. ^ 

This law is, clearly, one aspect of the general hypothesis of 
dialectical development, the pattern of the negation of the nega- 
tion described above. A pattern consisting of successive nega- 
tions can,- clearly, only be a pattern of development if each 
negation does not simply cancel out the stage preceding it, 
but, instead, both contradicts it and includes it in itself. But 
we can only recognize such a movement as possible if we have 
also recognized that reality exhibits numberless contradictions 
of this character ; contradictions which are solved by the 
introduction of a new element into the proposition. 

For example, in the above-mentioned case of motion we 
noticed the logically insurmountable difficulty that an object 
cannot be at any given moment of time both in position A and 
position B. How, then, can it ever get from A to B ? The problem 
is dissolved in the endless succession of infinitely minute sub- 
divisions into which time can be split up ; it is soluble just 
because time knows no “ moments,” no “ quanta,” no primary 
units, but is infinitely divisible ; the contradiction of motion is 
washed away in the ever-flowing waters of the temporM river. 

i§h^y we come to what is perhaps the best known and the 
simple^ of the laws, or generalizations, which the dialectical 
materialist draws from hk observation of realiiy. This is the 
generalization whicli affirms that, if you go on chan^ng the 
qijjj^Uty of units of which a certaw phenomenon is built up, 
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you sooner or later change the whole character, or quality, of 
that phenomenon. Or, again, if you subject a phenomenon to 
quantitative changes, in temperature, for example, it sooner 
or later suffers a qualitative change. This is the easiest to 
exemplify of the laws of dialectical materialism. An obvious 
example is afforded by the changes exhibited by water at 
different temperatures. If you heat some water, all that happens 
for some time is that, degree by degree, it gets hotter. You add 
one degree after another to the heat of the water. But if you 
go on doing this long enough something else happens. The water 
is at, say, a temperature of 98°C. You add another degree of 
heat and get 99“C. Then you add another degree of heat and 
get — steam. At 100°C water boils. It turns from a liquid into 
a gas. In order to make this startling qualitative cliange in the 
water yon have not added a single drop of any new element. 
You have simply gone on heating it. And the same thing happens 
if you begin by cooling the water. For a long time it stays just 
as it was : it stays water. But then, suddenly, when its tempera- 
ture has dropped to 0°C, it becomes ice. It changes from a 
liquid to a solid state. 

The main example, in the field of inorganic nature, of the 
genaralization that quantitative changes sooner or later amount 
to qualitative ones is afforded, however, by the basic discovery 
of modem chemistry that all matter is built up of different 
combinations of n very limited number of atoms. AH the in- 
numerable and apparently very different kinds of matter which 
we encounter are merely different permutations and combina- 
tions of the one limited series of atoms. In other words, if you 
can make the purely quantitative change of adding or subtract- 
ing so many atoms to the molecules of a given substance you 
can change one kind of matter into quite a different kind.>^ 
Engels gives some examples. He takes, for instance, the series 
of normal paraffins, which range from a gas called methane, a 
molecule of which is composed of one atom of carbon and four 

1 ftiftfasr bas now atken of tnmsmiaJng not moiely tbe 09m- 

potfBd».-hy obangtoR the number of atoms in the molecolk, bu,t of tr^usimtung 
tUtn elmiraita tbemsoifes by ebangfog number of electrons in their atoms. 
^C^kan«9r and very etrifeiitg conjBktnatlon of the ability otqoantitati've changes 
{6 fbndhncntnl qunutatm! thangw-ra eonfittmation wbbh baa smson 

deaiiiu 



DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM 


395 


atoms of hydrogen, to hexadecane, a crystal formed of 16 atoms 
of carbon and 34 atoms of hydrogen. Between these two sub- 
stances are a whole series of other and apparently very different 
substances. But each one of these different substances is formed 
by the addition to the preceding one of CHa (one atom of carbon 
and two atoms of hydrogen). “ This quantitative change in 
molecular composition produces at each step a qualitatively 
different body.” {Anti-Duhring, p. 145.) 

As in the case of the other dialectical laws, the observation 
that quantitative changes amount at a certain point to qualita- 
tive changes is not confined to the field of natural phenomena. 
Engels gives two more examples, one from the field of economics, 
and one from the field of military history. 

In Capital, Marx observed that any sum of money, however 
small, does not constitute capital. Every business man knows 
this very well from experience. For any particular line of enter- 
prise, at any given time and place, a certain minimum sum is 
necessary as the capital required for setting up in independent 
business. The sum necessary was, of course, much smaller in 
the early stages in the development of capitalist industry than 
it is to-day. But there was always some definite minimum. For 
it was always necessary for the intending capitalist to command 
enough resources to employ a sufficient number of labourers to 
enable him to live off their surplus produce, viz. the amount they 
produced minus the amoimt they consumed. Indeed, he must 
do a little better than this, for the characteristic object of the 
capitalist is not merdy to live off his labourers, but to put some- 
thing by as well — ^to accumulate capital. Hence the initial sum 
at his command, if it is to become capital, must be sufficiently 
large to set this minimum number of workers on to work in the 
average conditions of the time and place in question. Therefore 
a sum of money can only become capital when it reaches a 
certain definite size. You go on adding pound to pound for 
some time, and then a particular final pound makes your fund 
of savings into capital — ^into something apparently capable of 
growing by itself. Your quantitative additions have made a 
qualitative change. I^.v' '4 , 

IKnaHy Engels instances the fact that Napoleon discovered ■ 
tha® a purdy quantitative change in the numbers engaged ou 
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both sides in a battle, with all the other factors remaining 
constant, made the decidedly qualitative change of transform- 
ing defeat into victory. Napoleon, Engels writes, 

“ makes the following reference to the fights between the 
Frcncli cavalry, who were bad riders, but disciplined, and the 
Mamelukes, who were undoubtedly the best horsemen of their 
time for single combat, but lacked discipline : ‘ Two Mame- 
lukes were undoubtedly more than a match for three French- 
men : 100 Mamelukes were equal to 100 Frenchmen ; 300 
Frenchmen could generally beat 300 Mamelukes, and 1,000 
Frenchmen invariably defeated 1,600 Mamelukes.’ Just as 
with Marx a definite, though varying, minimum sum of ex- 
change value was necessary to make possible its transforma- 
tion into capital, so with Napoleon a detachment of cavalry 
had to be of a definite minimum number in order to make it 
possible for the force of discipline, embodied in closed order 
and planned action, to manifest itself and rise superior even 
to greater numbers of irregular cavalry, in spite of the latter 
being better mormted, more experienced horsemen and 
fighters, and at least as. brave as the former.” 

{Anti-DiihnTig, p. 146.) 

These examples suffice to show that the principle that quantita- 
tive changes when pushed beyond a certain point cause a change * 
of quality, is applicable to the most diverse types of phenomena 
— to cavalry tactics no less than to molecular theory. 

Both this quantity-quality law and the law which recognizes 
the objective presence in reality of contradictions insoluble to 
formal logic (tiie law of the interpenetration, of opposites) are 
supplementary to the general observation os to the character of 
all processes of development and change which we discussed 
under the Hegelian title of the negation of the negation. For 
example, the observation that quantitative changes in the end 
amount to qualitative ones gives us a comprehension of how 
^eat reversals in the general tendency of historical events, 
f^se negations which we Just now discussed, in, fact occurred. 
How, for example, did the early gentile social order, with its 
freedom and e^^^alify, and its inability to allow of free technical 
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ind economic development, break down ? It happened, as we 
saw in Chapter XVII, by the gradual piling up of new technical 
and economic factors which in the end made the gentile order 
impossible. After a long period of mere quantitative change, in 
which these factors slowly got more and more numerous, a sud- 
den qualitative change, namely the destruction of the gentile 
order, the appearance of the stale, and with it a hierarchy of 
social classes, based on private property in the means of pro- 
duction, appeared. It was the same with the next major negation 
— the destruction of the state system of antiquity by the bar- 
barian conquest of the Roman world. The bad or negative 
features of ancient civilization, its destruction of freedom and 
equality, piled up and up until they came to overshadow its 
achievements (namely the immense advances in the arts and 
sciences which it had made possible). At a certain point this 
quantitative piling up of negative elements resulted in a quali- 
tative change — the restoration of relative freedom and equality 
by the barbarian conquest. 

The same process is at work to-day. The bad or negative features 
of capitalism, its reduction of the population to a dependent, 
propertyless, unstable, under-employed mass, and its inherent 
drive towards war, have now overshadowed its positive achieve- 
ments — namely the industrialization of the world. The negative 
features pile up untilthey cause the qualitative change of the abo- 
lition of capitalism and the establishment of a planned system of 
production for use, based upon the restoration of the means of 
production to the whole population in collective ownership. 

Finally the law is applicable to the ivay in which social change 
takes place. Non-lMarxist socialists, or “ reformists ” as they are 
often called, believed, and even still believe, that capitalism can 
be abolished by a process of cumulative reform: that we shall go 
on and on reforming capitalism until one day we shall wake up 
in a socialist community. Now Marxists do not for one moment 
deny the need for, and the importance of, wringing reforms €md 
concessions feom the capitalists. They realize to the full that this 
is how the workers necessarily carry on their struggle. But they 
maintahi that a jgoint ineyjtabily arriyeg tihe quantit^vd 
jcimnges in capl^isnCmaiJe by the reforms extq^ed from the 
capitafisls set upivqualitativechnnge.AL this point the capitalists 
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must stop the reforms or cease to be capitalists. This is the critical 
point. For at this point the two great classes of capitalist society 
will decide by struggle the question of whether the process 
of reform is to go on, and capitalism is to end, or the reforms 
are to end and capitalism is to survive. Who, in the light of the 
last twenty-five years of European history, can possibly doubt 
that this piece of dialectical thinlcing corresponds to reality 1 

Thus the tliree laws of dialectical materialism, namely the 
negation of the negation, the interpenetration of opposites, and 
the transformation of quantitative into qualitative changes, are 
closely bound together. They form one consistent view of reality. 
It remains to enquire what is the use of dialectical materialism. 
Its use is that it enables us to understand reality more adequately 
than does any other hypothesis yet devised. On the basis of that 
more adequate comprehension, we can predict the lines of future 
devdopment, and then modify and control that devdopment by 
appropriate action. It enables man to take his first conscious 
step towards the control of Ms destiny. 

Note. — It may amuse the reader to notice passages in these 
pages where dialectical conceptions appear. See p. 804i, for 
example, on the question of the growth in the number of ap- 
prentices employed by a master, at length changing the status of 
apprenticeship: converting it from a state in wMch each man 
was assured of becoming a m*«ter, to one in which there was little 
or no chance of his becoming a master. Or see p. 276 for More’s 
grasp of the fact that it was necessary to abolish all private 
property in the means of production in order to restore the means 
of production to the collective ownei’ship of the people. Or, again, 
sge p. 277 for More’s epigram as to the necessity of abolishing 
thoney in order to destroy poverty. Or see p. 811 for the reim- 
j>osifion of an effective serfdom upon a large section of the 
British working dass hy the final perfection of the system of 
fireedom of contract, 

Than there is the major instance g^ven in Chapter VII. The 
wholfrdevdopment of capitalism is dialectical. The holding down 
of tho purchasing power of the workers to a subsistence level, 
firom hdng a condition of successful accumulation and indus- 
triaHisation, tum^ into an impassable barrier to further acetunu- 
Ijktipn end indrtfitriallzation. 
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The Class Struggle 

Stjch are the leading concepts of the science of social change. 
Marx and Engels stated the main conclusion which they drew 
from their science in an opening sentence of their first considered 
summary of their view. After its famous introduction, the Com- 
munist Manifesto of 1848 begins with these words: 

“ The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of 
class struggles. 

“ Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, 
guild master and ioumeyman, in a word, oppressor and 
oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried 
on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that 
each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstruction of 
society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending 
classes.” 

Unless we realize that this conclusion is inevitable from the 
materialist conception of history, the law of motion of capitalism, 
and from dialectical materialism itself, we shall have missed the 
main bearing of these concepts. 

It is essential to realize, for example, that each one of those 
turning-points in history, in which men realized, in a new and 
more developed way of living, their growing command over 
nature, was indissolubly associated with the rise to power of ai 
L new class. For example, the old lords could not, and did not," 
develop the gigantic forces of production which in the fifteent^h 
century quickened within the womh of feudal society. For that 
it was necessary that a new class of men should come to political 
power in the State. The history of the last five hundred years is t 
the history of the simultaneous development of our modem 
powers of production, and of the struggle for supremacy of the 
new doss of men who alone could widd these powers. 

The reader need only turn to the Commtmist Manifesto to see 
the contrast between it and any socialist or communist pro- 
nouncement which we have as yet encountered. He will see that 
it could only have been written by men who had already dis- 
covered the basic prindples of the science of social change. The 
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Commumist Manifesto is the first application of that science; 
it calls for action based upon and guided by the ascertained facts 
of social change. Hence a good way of envisaging what, in broad 
principle, such an application of the science must be is to sum- 
marize the Mmifesio. 

After the announcement of the theme, which we have just 
quoted, the Manifesto rapidly sketches the rise to power of the 
modem capitalist class until “in the modern representative 

( state ” the bourgeoisie^ “ has conquered for itself exclusive 
political sway. The executive of the modern state is but a com- 
1 mittee for managing the common affairs of the whole bour- 
' geoisie.” 

Then follows a description of the way in which the capitalists, ^ 
having taken power, have constructed a new world in their own 
image. The capitalist class “ has been the first to show what 
man’s activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders 
far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Homan aqueducts, and 
Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in the 
shade all former Exoduses of nations and orxisades. , . . The 
bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has 
created more massive and more colossal productive forces than 
have aU preceding generations together. Subjection of nature’s 
forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry 
and agriculture, steam navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, 
clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization of 
rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground — what 
earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive 
forces slumbered in the lap of social labour ? ” 

^ But will the capitalist dass be able to direct the giant forces 
which it* has developed ? Already, says the Manifesto, it does so 
very ill. “ Modem bourgeois society ... is like the sorcerer who 
is no longer able to control the powers of the nether world 
which he has called up by his spells.” Becurrent crises rack the 
c^t^t ccop.Qmic.system. These crises are hecoming, and will 
become, more severe. They presage a time in which the capitalists 
will find it permanently impossible to use the gigantic productive 
forces which they have created. Then will come the time when, 

1 tfe STB here tisjng the tenni “ capJtoJlsts " and ” bonigeolfne ” inteiirhange- 
ahly. 
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just as the capitalist class had to burst the bonds of feudalism in j 
order to use the new productive forces of that epoch, so now 
some class will have to break through, the bonds of capitalism in 
order to use our new and gigantic productive forces. Who can 
accomplish this task ? It can only be the new class which capital- 
ism has called into existence — “ a class of labourers who live 
1 only so long as they find work, and who find work only so long 
vns their labour increases capital.” 

Theil/amjfejiothcnsketches the emergence of the worldng class 
upon the political scene. At first the workers become the allies 
of the capitalists in the latter’s struggle against feudalism. “At 
this stage the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the 
enemies of their enemies.” As, however, capitalism becomes the 
more and more exclusive economic system of every advanced 
coimtry, as the last lingering feudalists are defeated, as the 
working class becomes ever larger, more homogeneous and more 
devoid of independent access to the means of production, and as 
finally the difficulties of capitalism grow greater and greater, the 
working class breaks from its aUiance with the capitalists and 
becomes their most formidable antagonist. The workers are in- 
exorably driven into a fiercer and fiercer struggle with the 
capitalists, for the workers’ position becomes ever more intoler- 
able with the declining fortunes of capitalism. “At this stage it 
becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the 
ruling class in society and to impose its conditions of existence 
upon society as an oveiriding law. It is unfit to rule because it 
is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his 
slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink into such a 
state that it has to feed him, instead of being fed by him.” 

(It is difficult to believe that that last sentence was written, 
not in 1986, but in 1848 1*^) It becomes a matter of life and death 
for the workers to take the power of the state out of the more 
and more incapable hands of the capitalists. 

This ends the first part of the Manifesto. The second part 
describes the general position of communists and socialists in 

1 The prescience of Marx and Bngels is sistoundingly iUnstiated by it. filut the 
liniita of the porrers of pretUction. given to them by their sdentiflc insieht into 
the law of motion of caidtailsm ore also lUastiated. They could see tiiat 
Xnesent epoeh of dole-fed unemployed must he the pie-determined last phase of 
eapitnliam; but (until events made them correct their view) they expected that 
last phase to begin soine seventy years before it did. 
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relation to the worldng class, and answers, often very wittily, i 
the various misconceptions, current then as now, as to our aims. 
This part ends with a programme of “ immediate aims,” aims 
the attainment of which wiU mark, that is to say, the political 
conquest of power by the working class and wiU thus open the 
way to sQciahsm. 

There follows a third part which describes ond criticizes the 
various types of socialist thought then in existence. Marx and 
Engels list: “ Feudal Socialism,” by which they mean the anti- 
bourgeois propaganda emitted by the retreating feudalists as 
they, finally leave the field to the bourgeoisie; “ Petty-bourgeois 
Socialism " as it developed in France; “ German or ‘ true ’ 
Socialism,” of the particularly anaemic brand which had de- 
veloped in still feudal Germany before 1848; “ Bourgeois 
Socialism," and finally “ Critical, Utopian, Socialism and Com- 
munism,” by which they mean the views of Owen, St. Simon and 
Fourier, such as we discussed in Chapter XXIV, This part of the 
Manifesto is briUiautly written.® It contains the first clear 
differentiations between modem scientific Socialism and every 
other variety. Moreover, it is astonishing to notice how directly 
applicable these characterizations of the various socialist groups 
of the first half of the nineteenth century are to the non-Marxist 
socialists of to-day, But because these early mneteenth-century 
groups were necessarily the subject matter of Marx’s and 
Engels’ definitions, present-day readers of the Manifesto often 
find this section confusing. In order to get the full value from it, 
the reader must substitute contemporary groups and tendencies 
for those which Marx and Engels so devastatingly describe. 
The document ends with a short fourth part on the relations of 
the communists to each of the parties of the Left in each of the 
European countries. This part, although largely irrelevant to any 
period but 1848, was naturally of great importance when the 
Manifesto was written. 

1 See, for ^ocample, tiie passage on the bourgeois real objeetion to the abohtloti 
(ft private proper^ ni the raeans of pioducUon, 

* What ooqIU he better, for eaaoiple, than this charaoteriaatioa of -ttiab brand 
erf imry or feudal sooiahsm which pedodioahy ^ps up m England f— . . . half 
ls(aq#plhiiati| h^ hnupoon ; half ew of the ow, half menace of the famine; at 
twes, tw its bitter, and Ineteive erh^icistm sbdking the botugeoide to the 

(K>re» always ludicrous in its effeoT through total Tnoapaoity to 
oon^rsli^ the march of modech history." 
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The Communist Manifesto marked an advance in working class 
thinHng £o Bin entirely new level. The Manifesto, and the books in 
which Marx and Engels for the next fifty years amplified and 
demonstrated the ideas contained in it (for the germ of almost 
every conception of Marxism can be found in it) mark the point 
at which the scientific method is made applicable to human 
society. For, in spite of the vigour of its language, the real 
difference between the Manifesto and all previous socialist and 
communist pronouncements lies in its scientific approach. By far 
the larger part of the Manifesto is concerned to show, not what 
ought to be, but what has been and what is. It is only after 
revealing the nature of the great social driving forces at work, 
after gauging their respective thrust and counter-thrust, after 
revealing the dynamics of the whole historical movement, that 
the Manifesto goes on to show how the conscious human will can 
intervene to remodel the world. 


Let us then sum up the attitude of communists and socialists 
to the class sSiiggle, both as originally expressed in the Com- 
munist ManiJ^o, and as expressed in every responsible Marxist 
pronouncement to-day. 

Communists and socialists do not cause, advocate, or like the 
class struggle: on the contrary, they diagnose the class struggle: they 
diagnose the class struggle as the essential and incurable sickness of 
modem society. The existing economic system impels the two main 
classes of modem society into conflict with one another. This is the 
reason why men are starving, clubbing, shooting, and sometimes 
torturing, each other. This is the reason, whether the participants in 
the struggle know it or not. At some times, and in some places, they 
are conscious that they are engaged in class struggles. In a 
South Wales mining sfaike to-day, for example, both sides have 
a fairly adequate consciousness of the reasons whbh are impel- 
ling them to attempt to impose their wills upon each other. In 
Kazi Germany, again, when the German secret police arrest and 
proceed to torture a group of German workers engaged in Trade 
Union or political activity, neither side can have many illusions 
about the oause of the confliet. The German workers know 
perfeotly, at any rate, that they are being tortured because tihat 
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is the only way left of preserving the power and privileges of the 
German capitalist class. And it must be a particularly slow- 
witted Nazi policeman who has not by now a general conscious- 
ness that he is torturing for the same object. 

On the other hand, such a consciousness is often almost en- 
tirely lacking in an American strike or lock-out. But, and this is a 
point worth noting, an absence of class consciousness does not 
make an outbreak of the class struggle less violent. On the 
contrary, the violence used in American industrial disputes, in 
which neither side may have any consciousness of why they are 
lighting, beyond the immediate issue of hours and wages, is 
notoriously far greater than the violence customary in, say, 
South Wales, where the level of class consciousness on both sides 
is relatively high. Again, there are frequent instances in all 
countries where one side in the class struggle may have achieved 
a considerable degree of consciousness of its cause and nature, 
while the other remains quite unconscious. This situation is 
common in America, where the employers sometimes achieve a 
high degree of class consciousness, while the workers remain 
quite unaware that they are faced, not simply by the desire of 
their own employers to, say, prevent Trade Union organization, 
but by the determined application of a consciously arrived at 
decision made by the capitalists of the whole country, acting as 
a class. It would be possible to multiply indefinitely examples 
showing that workers and employers are impelled into conflicts 
of all degrees of violence quite without reference to whether or 
not cither or both of them know why they are fighting each 
other. 

Now, it is a primary object of communists and socialists to 
bring the cause of the conflicts in which the workers continually 
find themselves engaged into their consciousness, to make the 
workers, as the phrase goes, “ class conscious.” What is our 
purpose in doing this 1 Our purpose is, precisely, to end the 
class conflict. The analogy with a doctor diagnosing a disease is 
es:aot. A doctor diagnoses that bis patient is suffering from, say, 
tuberculosis, in order to cure him. Until and unless the cause of 
the patient’s iU-health can be traced to the action of the tubercle 
germs in his limgs, there is no hope of a cure. In exactly the same 
way> there is no hope of men ceasing to attempt to starve, tortm'C, 
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and kill each other until they realize what it is that is making 
them do these things. For their present social and economic 
conditions are making them do these things. And until and unless 
those social and economic conditions are altered, nothing can 
prevent them being impelled into ever more violent conflicts. 

But, as we saw in Part I, it is now possible so to modify our 
social and economic environment as to remove the cause of the 
class struggle. In order to do so it is necessary to pool the means 
of production, to preserve them undivided in public hands, and 
to operate them for use on a planned basis. Such a modification 
of the economic system will eradicate the cause of class conflict, 
for, as we saw, it will result in the appearance of a homogeneous, 
classless society, all of whose members derive their incomes 
from the same source, viz. their labour. Thus the ever-repeated 
capitalist, and now specifically Fascist, accusation that com- 
munists and socialists foment, or actually create, the class 
struggle is the exact reverse of the truth. The class struggle is an 
objective fact which has existed ever since primitive society split 
up into separate classes at the birth of civilization. What com- 
munists and socialists do is to bring this struggle and its causes 
into consciousness, in order to end it. It is precisdy because they 
regard the class struggle as the most frightful evU of our time 
that they turn the searchlight of scientific analysis upon it. 

It is inevitable that this determined facing of the facts will 
arouse hostility. Moreover, it is inevitable that it will arouse 
hostility, not only in the minds of those who benefit by the 
continuance of the conditions which make class conflict in- 
evitable. Just as a doctor who tells a patient that he has a serious 
disease, in order that he may take appropriate measures for its 
cure, must face the possibility of that patient’s hostility, so 
communists and socialists must face the fact that even the 
workers will not like being told that they must inevitably 
become involved in more and more violent conflicts until and 
unless they transform the economic system. Men much prefer to 
be told that their troubles are slight and easily remediable. They 
dislike being told that they ore grave, increasing, and incurable 
without a drastic and difficult alteration in their environment* 
But if the former information is false and the latter true, they 
will in the end be forced to listen to those who have the courage 
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to tell them the truth. For they will discover by painlul ex- 
perience that the nostrums of those who tell them smooth things 
give no relief. It is only, however, under the lash of experience 
that men have ever yet faced impleasant facts. 

The above simple psychological facts are used to the full in 
the propaganda of Fascist parties, intent to preserve the private 
ownership of the means of production. Fascist propaganda tells 
men what they want to hear — ^namely, that the painful and 
terrifying fact of the class struggle is an illusion conjured up by 
wicked agitators : that consequently they need make no large 
and difficult change in their environment in order to rid them- 
selves of it ; that all they need do is to suppress these agitators, 
who speak of the class struggle, in order to make the struggle 
itself disappear. Moreover, the Fascists promise that specific 
enactments will be passed forbidding the class struggle to break 
out. Strikes and lock-outs will be prohibited by penal laws. In 
a word, the Fascists repress the class struggle. They repress it 
not only physically; they also repress it in the sense of that 
word used in modern psychology. Without changing any of the 
ohjecUve conditions which produce the class struggle, they 
systematically pretend that it does not exist. They take energetic 
measures to banish a consciousness of it from men’s minds. But 
these measures can do nothing whatever to abolish the struggle 
itself. All the objective forces which in any capitahst society 
must drive those who do not own the means of production into 
conflict with those who do, continue to operate in Fascist 
countries with nndiminished farce. 

It is true that it is often possible for a time to prevent by 
terror these forces from expressing themselves directly in strikes 
and lock-outs. But this merely diverts them into other channels. 
A main effort of all Fascist propaganda is, for example, to 
divert, or, as the psychologists would say, to displace, the 
workfxs antagonism to the class which excludes them from the 
means of production, on to other nationalities. When this 
propaganda is hacked by all the resources of k modem state, 
and k conducted with great skfil, it can achieve considerable 
SUeocss. It leads^ of course, directly to war, 

In g^^al, however, we may say that the difference between 
^ pif Fascists on the one hand, and communists and 
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socialists on the other, to the class struggle is analogous to the 
difference in the attitude of the scientist and the medicine 
man in regard to any unpleasant natural phenomenon. Take the 
case of a flood. The scientist -will recommend that appropriate 
steps of river contiol should be taken; steps which will modify 
the objective environment in such a way that the flood will not 
recur. The medicine man, on the contrary, will advise that such 
spells and incantations should be said as will diminish, or remove 
altogether, the fear of floods in the minds of the population. He 
recommends, and often actually effects, a subjective change in 
people’s minds while leaving their objective environment as it 
was. Now the medicine man’s technique is often extremely 
effective. It often does make the population feel secure against 
floods. It may actually be more effective for this purpose than 
the long and difficult job of river control advocated by the 
scientist. Moreover, it is far quicker, easier, cheaper, and less 
arduous. The i mm ediate advantage is all with the medicine 
man. His technique has, however, the ultimatdy prohibitive 
disadvantage that the floods will recur. 

Very much the same considerations apply to the Fascist 
exorcism of the class struggle. The highly skilled Fascist propa- 
gandists have shown the possibility of leading whole nations 
down the path of fantasy and wish-fulfilment. They have pro- 
mised everything to everybody, and they have been believed. 
They have promised, above all, the abolition of the internecine 
conflict of class with class and the creation of a homogeneous, 
classless community; and they have promised to accomplish 
aU this without having to go through the admittedly difficult 
and painful process of so transforming the economic system 
that classes will in fact cease to exist. And again they have been 
believed. The Nazis, in parti9ular, have simply proclaimed 
that all classes, high and low, rich and poor, have been merged 
in one great homogeneous German folic. Just this was the pro- 
foxmd wish of the German population. All those who had no 
comprehension of what it is which causes commumties to be 
divided into social dasses responded with enthusiasm. They did 
not notice that theNazis did nothing whatever actually to modify 
those relations of ownership arid non-ownership of the means 
of production which make Some people rich and others poor. 
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Experience derived from individual psychology should enable 
us to understand how a whole people may be successfully 
induced to take the word for the deed, to accept a subjective 
change in their own psychologies in lieu of an objective change 
in their environment; to make believe, to pretend, as a child 
docs, that a passionately desired change has taken place. Such 
deceptions as this, the Fascists have shown, can be perpetrated 
upon a whole nation. But they can only be perpetrated at the 
price of an ever growing divergence between the ideas in the 
minds of the members of such a nation and their real environ- 
ment. Such a divergence between concept and reality, when 
pushed beyond a certain point, is called madness. And it is an 
undeniable fact that the Fascist propagandists are able to pro- 
duce collective delusions in the population subjected to them, 
delusions which have pathological aspects. 

Moreover, the divergence between the state of mind produced 
by successful Fascist propaganda, and the reality created by 
t^ fundamental Fascist policy of preserving the private owner- 
ship of the means of production, becomes ever greater. The 
popidation has been induced to believe that the class conflict 
has been abolished and that a homogeneous society has been 
produced. Meanwhile the standard of life of the non-owning 
populating sinks, while the profits of the owners of the means 
of production rise. Moreover, the operation of the general law 
of motion of capitalism continues to produce recurrent and ever 
more severe crises, soluble, even temporarily, by means of wars 
of conquest alone. Sooner or later the piwely subjective, delu- 
sional attainment of social peace and homogeniety achieved by 
Fascist propaganda is wrecked by the intrusion of the old, 
unmodified reality of capitalist d^s relations. The more per- 
fectly the consciousness of what is causing the bloody conflicts 
of our epoch is r^ressed, the more bloody, because the more 
blind, those conflicts necessarily become. 

The repressed class conflict blazes forth from the social 
Tinconscious with frightful force. We have yet to experience the 
fall of a major Fasdst regime. When we do so we shall see what 
are the ultknate consequences of the attempted repression, in 
the interests of preserving capitalism, of all consciousness and 
all manifestatians of the class stiiigglc. 
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Force and Violence in Human Affairs 

Communists and socialists, like everybody else, live in a world 
in which violence between man and man is unceasing. In the 
theory of the class struggle they offer an analysis of the cause of 
by far the larger part of that violence. And upon that analysis 
they base recommendations as to how this cause can be eradi- 
cated. Hence they tend to be impatient at the familiar charge 
that they are promotors of the use of force and violence. For 
the truth is the very opposite. 

We claim that the working class, as it becomes conscious of 
its own purposes (which are to found a classless society) can 
alone show humanity how to eliminate violence from its affairs. 
All that we can admit is that, in common with all other men 
except complete Tolstoyian non-resisters, we must, until the 
objective conditions of social peace have been achieved, reserve 
to ourselves the right to reply in kind to the methods 
of force and violence which are so unhesitatingly used against 
us. For we do not claim that social violence can be ended 
before its cause, which is the division of the population into 
I rich owners, and poor non-owners, of the means of production, 
has been aboUshed. Hence we predict that, mifortunately, the 
process of that abolition will be accompanied by the same 
Violence which to-day characterizes all the major activities of 
human life. Tp suppose anything else would be to suppose that 
human beings could suddenly change their nature before the 
environment which so largely determines that nature had itself 
been changed. Nor will it help us in the extremely important 
task of minimizing as quickly as we can the violence that 
everywhere surrounds ns if we ignore the fact that the historical 
record declares that no great change in the way of life of human 
communities has hitherto been achieved without the pains 
and travails of a birth process. F orce, said Marx in a famous 
p hrase, has always been the midwife of every old society pre g- 
nant with th ft.jiew. But he did not mean, as he is sometimes 
thought to have done, that he advoqated the use of force 
and violence by the oppressed class on behalf of the attempt 
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to establish a new society. There are many historical examples 
to show that the initial and predominating use of force has 
alAvays come from the previously dominant class attempting 
'at all costs to prevent the birth of a new epoch. 

An essential part, then, of the general Marxist view is the 
assertion that we do but deceive ourselves if we suppose that 
wc have already entered the kingdom of peace, where men will 
be able to carry on their affairs in a wholly rational and so 
wholly pacific way. For this presupposes the conscious 
control of our social and economic life. And who can pretend 
that any such control has yet been established ? It is, on the 
contrary, only too clear that the formidable forces generated 
by the intricate and massive economic and social relations of 
the contemporary world control us. The only too familiar 
truth is that these forces arc playing ball with our hves, ai'e 
hurling us into destitution by slump, or into death by war, 
with little or no conscious control on our part. It will not be 
until we have mastered them, until we have put our economic 
life upon the basis of a consciously determined plan, that we 
can hope for permanent social peace. 

But this does not mean that wc need to be indifferent to the 
degree of violence which exists in the world to-day and which 
cannot in principle disappear until the above major social and 
economic change has actually been effected. On the contrary, 
as we value both the very fabric of human civilization and, for 
that matter, our own Uves, we shall strive by every means in 
our power to lessen the amount of violence which is now being, 
and which will be, used. But how can we do this ? The one way 
by which both the violence of ike struggles generated by capitcMst 
jodeby as it ecoists tO'day, and the violence accompanying soded 
chemge, can he minimized^ is by increasing the consciousness of ihe 
cause a/nd charader of iMs vioience. It is largely because We have 
to*day a relatively dear and relatively widespread conscious- 
nes$i of the character of social processes that we may legiti> 
mately hope and expect that the social transformation for which 
our century cries out will be achieved mth incomparably less 

^ tbaV is to to men's lUmost complete uncoasclousoess of tbie 

teat naiate of social ptocesaes up to a bundled and fifty yeaia egg. The absolute 
level, ahd l!be degme cf dltCusloa, of such eonsemnaaegs m stiU palaMly low. 
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violence, destruction and horror than has alwaj’^s hitherto accom- 
panied such events. 

The violence which accompanied, for example, the last great 
process of social transformation which history records was almost 
illimitable. Towards the end of the first volume of Capital, Marx 
describes the desperate violence, lasting for over three hundred 
years, by which the new capitalist class conquered political 
power, acquired the exclusive ownership of the means of produc- 
tion, and so set up capitalism. We have alluded to some part of 
this pi’ocess in our sketch of the birth of the working class. The 
huge process of the dispossession of the peasants, and the herding 
of generations of the men, women, and children, fli-st of Britain, 
and then of all Europe and North America, into the factory- 
prisons of the early industrialists, was one side of this violence. 
But, in addition, tlie rise of capitalism involved a whole series 
of wars an d revolutions. The devastating conflicts of the Reforma- 
tion and the Renaissance, the English civil war, the eighteenth- 
century wars for colonial supremacy, the American Revolution, 
the French Revolution, and the wars, civil wars, and revolutions 
of the nineteenth century were all incidental to the establish- 
ment of capitalism as a world system. It was by means of ever- 
reourrent domestic and international violence alone that the 
capitalist class of the world hacked its way to power. In addition 
to this long series of wars and revolutions, an unceasing violence 
was necessary to the actual process of the accumulation of the 
initial capital without which capitalism, as a system, could not 
have come into existence. Marx, in the great historical chapter 
of Capital, describes the gruesome details of the methods of 
colonial spoliation and exploitation, based, above all, upon 
slavery and the slave trode, by which the European and Ameri- 
cana-capitalist class coUectod their initial capital. 

All this endless tale of human suffering proved to be necessary 
to the establishment of capitalism. For the centralization, the 
mobilization, of the moans of production into a few hands, 
involving their removal from the hands of millions of men, was 
an cnormoutiy difficult business. But the removal of the means 
of production from their present owners and their restoration, 
in the fwm of oaftuuon property, to ail^ will bo a fiir less difficult 
and violent process, “ The transfoimation of scattered private 
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property,” Marx writes, “ based upon individual labour, into 
capitalist private property is, of course, a far more protracted 
process, a far more violent and difilcult process, than the trans- 
formation of capitalist private property (aheady in fact based 
upon a social method of production) into social property. In 
the former case wc are concerned with the expropriation of the 
mass of the people by a few usmpers; in the latter case we are 
|eoncerned with tlic expropriation of a few usurpers by the mass 
of the people,” (Capital, p. 847.) 

Moreover, we repeat, not only have the workers of to-day an 
intrinsically easier task, they arc also, thanks to the genius of 
Marx and Engels, much more conscious of that task, and of the 
necessary conditions for its fulfilment, than could be any pre- 
vious class on the road to power. Heirce we may be assured that 
the abolition of capitalism and the establishment of socialism 
will be a far less terrible and violent process than was the aboli- 
tion of feudalism and the establishment of capitalism. But to 
say this is not, perhaps, to say very much. Nor have we any 
knowledge of the actual degree of suffering and violence in 
which capitalism will involve us before it is abolished. Indeed, I 
believe that we have this question very largely in our own hands. 
The decision depends upon our intelligence and courage. For, 
although to-day the political consciousness of the workers is 
relatively high (for the capitalist class, at any rate in the earlier 
stages of its struggle, had no consciousness at all of its historical 
mission), it is absolutely very low. Only a tiny handful of the 
Avorkers in every advanced capitalist state are fully conscious 
of the cause, natme, and object of the struggles into which they 
find themselves impelled by the necessities of their life. Hence 
the great majority of the working class still struggles more or 
less blindly, for the immediate and necessary object of pre- 
serving and protecting their livelihoods, without an adequate 
realization of those interconnections which make their struggle 
part of an immensely wide historical process by means of which 
the working dass is called on to remake the world. 

In America, in particular, the great mass of the workers are 
Smest wKblly unconscious of the general aspects of their 
gtrug gle> (Though this, as we have seen, does not prevent them 
iSom eCten havihg tq struggle very desperately.) In Britain and 
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Western Europe there is a far wider consciousness amongst the 
workers that they are not merely, and not only, struggling for 
better conditions of work, but are also struggling for power to 
abolish the capitalist system and build up a socialist system of 
production. Perhaps 50 per cent of the British workers have 
reached this stage of consciousness. Judging by the electoral 
returns, from a third to a half of the British working class have 
become socialists, in the sense that they have a conception of 
some alternative economic system to put in the place of capi- 
talism. As yet, however, political consciousness in the mass of 
the workei-s of Britain stops at this point. (I do not think that 
this is any longer true of the workers of continental Europe. 
But it was largely true of them until four or five years ago.) 
The nature and necessities of such a struggle as that involved 
in the expropriation of the means of production from the capi- 
talists are still only realized by a tiny minority of the British 
working class. The greater part, even, have as yet no sense of the 
fact that the line of development of capitalism is downwards 
towards war and chaos, and not upwards, through ever increasing 
social reforms, to its own abolition in socialism. They have never 
been enabled to realize that from now on to the last day of its 
existence British capitalism must necessarily give the British 
people, not reforms, concessions and reliefs, but ever worsening 
conditions of life, punctuated by war.^ They have no I'ealization 
that the gi-eat forces of the modern world are moving on broadly 
determinate lines towards a conflict which can only be avoided 
by a far higher and more widely diffused consciousness of the 
natui’e of social proccsse-s than has yet been achieved. 

Moreover, we now Isnow what this absence in a working class 
of a consciousness of the inevitability of social crisis must 
lead to. For it was this fact which, above all, made it possible for 
I the capitalist class of Italy and Germany to prolong their re- 
Igimcs beyond their natural term, by means of the ulfra-violent 

1 It would be veiy stran^fe if the British workers did yet realize this foot, for 
it is only now becoming a foot. Indeed, during the periods of the upward move- 
ment of the trade cycle, British capitoh^ can still perceptibly Improve the condi- 
tlons of the working popuhrtron os against th^ condilloiie in the preceding slump. 
Thus during these periods it can strll give the iUnrion of conUnuing, or, at any 
rate, of resnimed, progrd&s. It is only imen we look at the longer, secular tinnd, 
cotnparihg leoov^ Wth recovery and slump with slump, and, above ell, when 
we took at the capitalist worid nk a whole, that It becomes apparent that Urn 
line of development Ims turned downwards. 
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suppression. o£ all working class opposition. The fact that 
the Italian and German workers did not face the inevitability of 
the use of violence by their capitalists (and therefore did not 
prepare for it) did not avoid or even diminish the amount of 
violence which has occurred, and is occurring, in those unhappy 
countries. It merely meant that the workers were offered up, 
almost helpless, to the relentless violence of their opponents. Nor 
is the unceasing violence of the Fascist terror within Germany 
and Italy the only, or even the chief, part of the enormously 
increased violence which has resulted, or which is about to 
result, from the European workers’ inadequate consciousness of 
political realities. As I write these sentences the Italian armies 
are still in action in Abyssinia, after having provided a textbook 
example of the Imperialist conquests which, as we saw in Chapter 
XX, are to-day the inevitable consequence of leaving capitalism 
in continued existence. The far vaster war machine of German 
Fascism has not yet, it is true, come into action. But it is being 
prepared in day and night activity for the day on which it shall 
drown the world in human blood. Such have been the actual 
consequences of the failure of the European working class to 
realize the inevitability of the use of violence by the capitalists, 
and the consequent necessity for the workers to develop the 
capacity to meet and break that violence. 


I We may venture a generalization as to the way in which 
force and violence in human affairs can be increased or dimin- 
ished. The more clearly we face the fact that violence is new 
used to preserve the capitalist system, and that nothing we can 
do can prevent it being so used during the process of the abolition 
of capitaUsm, the less violence that process will actually entail. 
Conversely, the more we fail to become conscious of the causes, 

' nature, necessities and objects of contemporary social struggle, 
the more of civil violence and international war that struggle 
^ will xn.volve\ 

Let us demonstrate this generalization by considering the two 
^treme cases, first of such consciousness and then of its jjbsg poe. 
Let Ua first examme what the consequences would be in the 
ifnppssible cyent of aU consciousness of the nature of political, 
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economic and social development being wiped out. Then let us 
examine what would be the consequences of the, unfortunately, 
equally impossible event of such consciousness being universally 
achieved. 

Let us, then, first suppose that every communist and socialist 
is either killed or silenced : that means are found by which every 
vestige of class consciousness is removed from the mind of every 
worker; that, above aU, every worker is perfectly imbued with 
the doctrine that in no circumstances whatever shaU he use 
violence to attain any ends wliich may seem desirable to him, or 
to prevent the occurrence of events which may seem undesirable 
to him. Would this prevent the use of force and violence in 
human affairs ? On the contrary, its immediate effect would be 
the outbreak of the unparalleled violence of international war. 
For the main restraining influence upon every capitalist govern- 
ment to-day is the fear of revolution in the event of war. Indeed, 
those capitalist governments (e.g. Germany and Italy) which 
realize that they must fight in the near future in order to reverse 
a, to them, intolerable world settlement, have gone to any 
length to suppress the working class movement, and to extirpate 
class consciousness and scientific socialist thought, as the pre- 
condition to their abilily to make war. The principal influence 
to-day postponing the outbreak of inter-imperialist war, or of 
a joint Imperialist attack upon the Soviet Union, is the know- 
ledge of the European governing chiss, bom of the experience of 
the closing phase of the last war, that in the end the workers 
grow weary of killing each other, and begin to kill those who 
have ordered them to kill. 

But let us push our hypothesis still further. Let us suppose that 
the extirpation of class or socialist consciousness now bdng at- 
tempted in Germany and Italy were fully to succeed, and that 
it was successfully imitated in every other country of the world 
including a Russia reconquered for capitalism. Then intp- 
ImperiaUs t war would be free to sweep unhindered across "the 
face”oFfcSe earth. No one con foretell the ebameter or the results 
of such WMS. But, it is surely incontestable that the whole 
political, economic, and administrative apparatuses of the de- 
feated capitalist states, and with -^em human mvilization itself, 
wotfld crumble and dissolve. For, on our hypothesis that the 
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consciousuess of any alternative, socialist type of civilization 
had been wiped out of the minds of men, there would be nothing 
to take the place of the apparatuses of the capitalist states. The 
broken, starving, pestilence-ridden armies, the panic-stricken, 
decimated populations, streaming out oi the gas-ridden cities, 
would not indeed be able to keep their pledge of non-violence. 
Spontaneous revolts would spring up everywhere. But, again on 
our hypothesis, they would be blind, incoherent revolts, bereft 
of conscious pm'pose, leaderless, or with leaders unable to con- 
ceive of anything to do when they had destroyed the remnant of 
the old rulers. Such working class revolts, lacldng all scientific 
understanding of social processes, lacking aU hope of another 
type of social order beyond capitalist Imperialism, could only 
hasten the destruction of human civilization. 

Such a prospect is entirely fantastic to-day. The Soviet Union, 
a major non-capitalist state, which has existed for eighteen 
years, is itself a perfect guarantee that the hope and knowledge 
of a form of human existence beyond capitalism can never again 
be removed from the minds of men. Even if the Soviet Union 
was destroyed to-morrow: even if every means of disseminating 
communist and socialist knowledge was made impossible, the 
workers’ consciousness that they can, and have, built a state of 
their own would return to them at every moment of spontaneous 
revolt. Hence the prospect of the destruction of hiunan civiliza- 
tion is to-day a wholly luireal one. Still, it is not a useless fantasy. 
For in the past, in diflerent conditions, the fabric of civilization 
has again and again been torn to bits, first by the internecine 
wars of the governing class, and then by the inevitable but in- 
coherent, purposeless, and therefore necessarily unsuccessful, 
revolts of the oppressed. The most recent example is, of course, 
the break up of the civilization of the ancient world during the 
long-dmwn-out process -of the destruction of the Roman Empire. 
One has only to read Gibbon to envisage the prospect of unend- 
ing, unmitigated, purposeless, natiseating violence which the 
extinction of communist and socialist consciousness would 
to-day entail, 1 

* Gibbon -wc^, in onr sense, the perfeet bistorinn of tlte process, for he had no 
mot^e eonseionsness of the real causes or character of the deoUne of Jlomah civiliza- 
tion than had tlie Romans themsolvcs. Western Ruropenn consciousness had, b; 
the sectind half of the eighteenth century, Ju<>i about returned to Uie hipest level 
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Now let us consider our other hypothesis, namely, that every 
worker in the world shoxdd become convinced of the necessity 
of abolishing capitalism and should become free from illusions 
as to the inevitability of the use of violence by the capitalists. 
Why, in that case the thing could be done almost over night, 
and probably without a blow being struck 1 The workers* 
numerical preponderance is so overwhelming, the economic 
power which they derive from the fact that they do the work of 
the world is so great, that if everyone to whose interest it really 
was to establish socialism were conscious of that fact, the re- 
sistance of the capitalists could be but trivial.^ 

In other words, the power of the capitalist class now rests prc- 
dominan Lly upon their control over what we have called the means 
of production of opinion; upon their control over m^’s minds. If 
this power to keep men in ignorance and unconsciousness of 
social processes could be removed, then the process of social 
transformation could be swift, easy, and bloodless. The tragedy 
is that, so long as their economic and political power remains, 
there exists no way by which the capitalists* hold over men*s 
minds can be broken. Hence we must take it as a constant factor 
in the social equation that the capitalists will succeed in obscur- 
ing, both from the workers and from themselves, that vital 
knowledge without which the xirocess of social change is bound 
to be arduous, blind, and therefore to some extent violent. 

Our two hypotheses of a total absence of the knowledge of 
the necessary conditions and character of social change, and 
of the perfect diffusion of such knowledge, were made solely in 
order to demonstrate our basic proposition, namely, that social 
change will be violent or peaceful in proportion as the character, 

reached in the ancient world Hence Uie oimost corlo sense which the reader 
experiences, that T/ut Zfectine and Fall was written by a contemporary of the 
events desc^bed in it. 

1 raises the interesting question of whether the abolition of capitalism 
(since cepltaUsm entails woe) is not now in the true interests of the capitalists 
tbemsdveB. It con be very reasonably argued that it is. But we must, I fear, 
tohe the violent opposition of the capitalist class os a whole to the abolition of 
their clasa privileges as a datum — although we must not for a moment suppose 
that tUs wul be mie of every individual member of the capitalist dass. On the 
contrary, aa Mhnc. dearly recognized, both in the Gommunisi moni/ssio and dse- 
where, more and more individual members, both of the capitalist dass and of 
the intesmcdlate groups, will break away from their doss and join the workers as 
and when they realize the nature of the issues which aichdug dedded in our opooh. 

Od 
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objects, and conditions of the process are known. The fact is, of 
course, that the capitalists will not be able to extirpate this 
knowledge, but that they will be able to prevent its universal 
diffusion. And between these two limits there i.5 an enormously 
wide margin. 

Moreover, some parts of the body of essential knowledge may 
become much more widely diffused than others. For example, in 
Great Britain, we repeat, a general sense of the possibility and 
desirability of socialism is common enough. But a knowledge of 
the conditions in which social transformation can possibly take 
place is narrowly restricted. And, by one of those paradoxes 
which, we suggested, are the elementary form of the dialectic, only 
in so far as a Imowledge of the inevitability of violence in social 
transformation is diffused, can violence be avoided. Nor, surely, 
is there anything to be surprised at in this conclusion. The use of 
violence in human affairs is always the result of men’s failure to 
achieve a conscious control of their situation. Violence always does, 
and always must, result when men’s physical or social environ- 
ments get out of their control. In such circumstances men are 
dominated by forces which they do not understand, whose effects 
they caimot forsee; desperate and blind, they strike out upon 
each other with the finy of the instinct of individual self- 
preservation. 

The truth of the matter is that the position of communists 
and socialists in regard to the use of force and violence is in 
essence the same as that of all sensible men and women. They 
abhor violence. But they are not so foolish as to pretend to them- 
selves that, in the present stage of the development of human 
consciousness, violence has been abolished. They differ from 
other people, however, in that they do believe that violence can 
be abolished from human affairs when new economic, political 
and cultural conditions, amounting to the consciotw control of, 
our whole environment, have been established. Till that is done 
a self-denying cwdinance by one class that it alone, and no 
, matter how violentiy its most vital interests are attacked, will 
newer use violence, is not only an invitation to its own pet- 
petiiud enslavement, but will actually result in the use of illimit- 
aWe, and evear more purposeless, violence by the other class, in 
the f firm pf international war. 



Chapter XXXHI 


The Development of Marxism 

Marxism was not imagined out of nothing by the brains of two 
nineteenth-centviry savants. It is a living, developing science, 
compounded of data gathered from the social struggles of all 
mankind. These social struggles have continued after the death 
of Marx and Engels, and they are continuing to-day. Hence 
Marxism has continually to be extended and developed in order 
to keep it abreast of the continually accumulating body of social 
data which become available. The developments in Marxist 
thought which have occurred since the first announcement of its 
basic discoveries, in the middle of the nineteenth century, have 
been very important. Those who wish to use the science to-day 
cannot possibly ignore them. 


Marx and Engels were Germans, writing in German, and using 
a German intellectual idiom. Hence it was natural that they 
should have their first influence in Germany. Up till 1914 the 
German working class movement was the main instrument by 
which Marx’s and Engels’ discoveries were preserved and popu- 
larized. If it had not been for the work done by German Marxists, 
the science of social change might almost have passed out of 
men’s consciousness during the second half of the nineteenth 
century. For in Britain and America, at any rate so far as the 
world of the governing class was concerned, they might never 
have been made, (We shall discuss in the next chapter the only 
half-successful effort of the revived British working class move- 
ment from 1S80 to 1014 to acquaint itself with Marxism.) Tnie 
fate of Marxism in Germany was a hard one, however. From the 
moment of their first appearance in Germany, in the eighteen- 
fifties, the basic conceptions of Marxism were subjected to an 
extraorcdnaiy and disastrous process of distortion. Three 
s^pitrate attempts were made by German Marxists, or rather 
pSeudo-Mexxists, to change the essential content of Ihe message 
of Marx and Fkjgels while preserving its form and name. 

The first of these attempts was made by tliat talented. 
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adventurous, but essentially self-seeking, workers’ leader, Ferdi- 
nand Lassalle. Lassalle was quick to pick out the simpler propo- 
sitions of Marxism, and he made effective use of them in his 
agitation for the creation of a working class party. But it is now 
clear that Marx was right in believing that Lassalle neither 
understood nor cared about the historical and philosophical 
conceptions of Marxism: that he neither realized nor was in- 
terested in the destiny of the working class as the liberator of 
mankind from its centuries of poverty and fratricidal class strife. 
For it is now known that Lassalle was at the time of his death 
making strenuous efforts to sell out to Bismarck the German 
workers’ patty which he had created. 

The second attempt to turn Marxism into something quite 
different, while preserving its form, was made in the last decade 
of the nineteenth century. This attempt was in a sense a tribute 
to the strength of Marxism in the German working class move- 
ment, For when some of the German socialist leaders felt an 
urgent necessity to get rid of Marxist influence they did not dare 
openly to repudiate Marxism. This attempt was led by a group 
of German social democratic writers and economists of whom 
Edward Bernstein is the best known name. (But, as Lenin noted 
at the time,^ the struggle over Marxism was this time on an in- 
ternational scale.) In Germany, and indeed thi’oughout con- 
tinental Europe, those who were at heart profoundly hostile to 
the essential concepts of Marxism called themselves “ revision- 
ists." Their real object was to revise Marxism in such a way 
as to reconcile it with the view that the development of capital- 
ism was leading, not to increasing economic crises, worsening 
conditions for the mass of the population, and consequently to 
new wars and revolutions, hut to a greater economic stability, 
improving standards of living, the reconciliation of the compet- 
ing capitalist empires, and so to a gi'adual, cumulative trans- 
formation of the system along socialist lines. 

The revisionists reached conclusions which were, the reader 
will see, substentially identical with those of the British Fabians. 
Nor was this by any means accidental. Bernsteiu, their intelleo- 
tual leader, lived for many years in London and was strongly 

1 Seft his fi^otaote oa tihe i&tetoational ohatactei o{ the contEoveny in 
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influenced by Fabian thought^ — particularly by the work of Mr. 
and Mrs. Webb. Indeed what he really did was to translate 
Fabianism, not only into the German language, but also into 
Marxist terminology. It was no accident that this tendency to 
emasculate Marxism was international. And it was no accident 
that it drew its real inspiration from non-Marxist, British 
socialist thought. For the real basis of both revisionist and 
Fabian thinking was the temporary, imperialist, phase of ex- 
pansion through which capitalism was passing. And, of the fruits 
of Imperialism, Britain had always the lion’s share. 

Indeed, although the revisionists became influential in the 
German working class movement, they never succeeded in 
capturing it. They were strongly combated by a group of leaders 
and thinkers who appeared to remain true to the essential con- 
ceptions of Marxism. The intellectual leader of this orthodox 
Marxist tendency was Karl Kautsky, a man of hi gh inteUectual 
gifts and monumental erudition. It seemed that in Kautsky the 
German worldng dass movement possessed a man who could 
be relied upon to make effective use of Marxism as a guiding 
principle in its struggles, who could and would resist every 
tendency to bend and twist Marxism into an acceptance of the 
basic postulates of capitalism. 

But when the decisive events of the twentieth century put 
the matter to the test it was found that Kautsky and the main 
body of the leaders of the German working class movement 
had revised Marxism hardly less drastically, if far more dis- 
creetly, than had the revisionists whom they had derided and 
defeated. By a subtle process* by means of which unwelcome 
aspects of Marxist thought had been quietly suppressed, more 
“ moderate ” statements emphasized, and often quietly re- 
interpreted, the official German Marxists had, by 1914, trans- 
formed Marxism into a harmless, toothless description of the 
capitalist system, which led to a demand, not for the abolition 
of capitalism, as the essential condition for the maintenance 
and development of human civilization, but to an adaptation of 
the working class movement to capitalism’s presumed, upward, 

1 We shall discuss tlip Fabian influence iu England below (p. 4S0). 

* The process could be cnude enough at times, however. Indeed, it did not stop'' 
short of the suppression of Engels' Inter woilos or what amounted to their 
Ihlsifloation on ono Ocoaiiton. (See p. 402 be3ow.) 
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evolutionary course. Now, however, a third tendency arose 
within the German worldng class movement. Two leaders, 
Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, inspired a section of the 
movement with an urgent sense that the basic principles on 
which their movement was founded were being undermined. 
A vigorous attempt was made to get back to the real outlook 
of Marx and Engels. It is on this third tendency within German 
Social Democracy that the German Communist Party, which 
has alone survived the Fascist terror, was founded. But this left 
wing of German Social Democracy was not able to prevent 
the domination of the German working class by Kautsky and 
those for whom he spoke. 

The deadly work of the German Social Democratic leaders 
played a predominant part in preventing the German, and 
consequently the whole European, working class movement 
from effectively opposing the preparations of every capitalist 
state for the last war. Although in words the socialist leaders 
pledged themselves to oppose their own war-making govern- 
ments, they took no practical steps to mobilize the mass of the 
population, which was under their influence, for resistance 
to the command for mutual slaughter. And when that command 
was duly issued they almost with one accord placed themselves 
and their movements at the disposition of their respective 
masters. It is true that their masters’ eventual defeat hoisted 
the German socialist leaders, largely against their wills, into 
the position of successful revolutionaTy leaders. Then it was 
seen how profoundly they had forgotten every shred of the real 
significance of Marxism. They were at heart so perfectly con- 
vinced of the immortality and omnipotence of capitalism that, 
even when Marx’s prediction of its overthrow by the workers 
had actually taken place—whea in 1918 the German governing 
class was prostrate and the workers were in occupation of every 
impoartant position of power, — these leaders laboured at nothing 
but to restore the shattered structure of German capitalism, 
and in the end, although with great difficulty, Succeeded. 
Th^i horrible Europe in wliioh we exist is the direct result of their 
work, 

&ttch '^Iffere the appalUng effects of the third Gertnan effort 
to transforim, and in the final effects to I urn uxto its very opposite, 
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the science discovered by Marx and Engels. But why, we must 
ask, did there arise even in Germany, even in the country where 
Marxism first struck root, these three successive attempts to 
distort and reverse its meaning ? The answer is that, though in 
Germany the storm and stress of the establishment of large- 
scale industry, and the birth into those difficult conditions of an 
industrial working class, did provide soil in which Marxism 
could grow, yet the successful development of German capital- 
ism created an environment hostile to the essential revolution- 
ary message of the science. Hence these persistent attempts to 
adapt Marxism, to make it over into a theory of the workability 
and tolerability of the capitalist system, The German workers 
were permeated with Marxism and they expected their leaders 
to use its terminology. But when it became apparent to these 
leaders that German captalism had a period of growth and 
development before it, they began to seek for a means of so 
modifying them Marxism as to make it consistent -with a practical 
working arrangement with capitalism. To have done anything 
else would have required men of the foresight and integrity 
of Marx and Engels themselves, men prepared to hold their 
essential position through long, unrewarding years, to be con- 
tent to know that their view might not be vindicated until 
after their own deaths. 

For the Marxist view of the inevitability of the decline, decay 
and eventual break up of capitalism is only true in the end. 
The contradictory elements in capitalism which we have des- 
cribed in these pages only become fatal to the existence of the 
system after some decades of development. It is only when all 
the factors in the situation, both objective and subjective, 
are taken into consideration that the impossibility of the 
indefinite continuance of capitalism can be demonstrated. 
It is only the interaction of all the factors in the social equation 
which makes the continuance of capitalism as the basis of human 
civQissation impossible. And these factors have only begun 
powwfuUy to interact in our own time, from say 1914, when 
capitalism entered into a period of general and chronic crisis 
from wWch it shows no sign of emeltgence- 

Thus revohitioncny Marxism, as Marx and Ebgels discovered 
it, is applicable to idie development of capitalism as a whole, 
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over its entire life history. It does not exclude the possibility 
of periods of successful capitalist expansion at particular 
times and in particular places. The small men who succeeded 
to the leadership of the German working class movement about 
1900 could see that they lived in such a period: and this was 
all that interested them. They were quite incapable of long or 
impersonal views. They knew that, if they committed themselves 
to, and acted upon, the precepts of revolutionary Marxism, 
they would make things very unpleasant for themselves. For 
it was true that for the moment it was impossible to overthrow 
capitalism. They did not foresee that, if they failed to maintain 
the revolutionary position during the period of rdatively 
peaceful and successful capitalist development, they would 
betray, when that period ended, everytliing for which Marx 
and Engels had stood. They did so betray both their teachers 
and the unfortunate workers who trusted them. And their 
betrayal was merely made the more difficult to expose, by 
the fact that they continually uttered impeccably Marxist 
opinions. 


Marx’s and Engels’ discoveries fell, then, upon stony ground. 
In the English-speaking world they were wholly ignored. In 
Germany they were grossly or subtly distorted. 

There was, however, another country in which Marx and 
Engels were read. Their works were translated into Russian 
soon after their appearance: and they were eagerly read by an 
emerging class of Russian intellectuals.^ A group of Russian 
Marxists soon arose. This group went through the same pro- 
cesses of division as did the German Marxists. The Russians also 
produced their revisionists (such as Struve) who turned 
Marxism into a harmless description of the workings of the 
oapitaKst system, Russia also produced, however, the best 
Marxist of the second half of the nineteenth century— -Plecbanov. 
This brilKant and incisive writer tuade important contributions 
to Marxism, especially in the fields of literature and philosophy. 
When the hour of action struck, however, it was found that 

^ It hi to police that the preface to the second (Qennan) tditiop of 

Capitol DoptehtB an appreciative conwnent on a review of the hook in the St. 
Potetshurg Meswtger, 



THE DEVELOPMENT OF MARXISM 


425 


Plechanov’s character was by no means the equal of his intellect. 
He disgracefully betrayed the working class cause by becoming 
an extreme Russian patriot, protesting violently against the 
Bolshevists’ determination to make peace. But this does not 
prevent his books from being of great importance and value. 


The group of Russian Marxists which Plechanov at one time 
inspired (and indeed in a sense fottnded) will always be indis- 
solubly associated with the name of Lenin. Lenin studied the 
works of Marx and Engels as did the other young Russian intel- 
lectuals of his time. He brought to that study, however, a 
formidable intellectual force. He did not pause nor rest until he 
had mastered the whole essence of the science. And, as the event 
showed, almost alone of that generation of Marxist scholars he 
grasped its revolutionary kernel. That kernel consists in the 
economic theorems upon which Marx rested his prediction of the 
decline of capitalism into crisis and war, and in the deduction 
that a revolutionary epoch will return in which the working 
class, in order to preserve itself from extermination, will have to 
take state power, establish its dictatorship, and on this basis 
socialize the means of production. 

Lenin, almost alone of his generation of hlarxists,^ grasped 
the fact that this was what Marxism meant. But he did more 
than this. He realized that the great discoveries of Marx and 
Engels must be preserved and defended from adulteration and 
distortion to suit the comfort of socialist leaders who had made 
their peace with capitalism. But he also realized that Marxism 
must be developed, must be kept up to date; that the strong 
foundation which Marx and Engels had provided gave their 
successors the opportunity to rear a structure of thought which 
would be fully capable of guiding the working class, both in its 
struggle for power, and, after the successful issue of that struggle, 
in its enormously difficult task of building up a new social and 
economic system. For Le^, Marxism was no dead body of 
dogma to be learned bv^ote. Just because he achieved so 
perfect" a mastery of it, just because he coidd detect the often 

^ 1 Bose Liucembui:^ preserved better than anyone else after Lenin the revolu- 
llonnry eC{{c of the bdetuie. 
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subtle modifiicatioiis and dilutions of Marxism 'which ■were going 
on aU around him, he was able at the same time to see where 
Marxist theory needed extension so that it could cover new 
phenomena in the development of capitalism. 

In the first place Lenin developed, both in theory (as in his 
book Whal is to he Done?) and in practice, by his vehement 
controversies inside the Russian Social Democralic movement, 
that new and vital conception of a working class party which we 
have striven to describe (Chapter XV). In so doing, Lenin for the 
first time made the workers conscious of the kind of instrument 
which they had to forge if they were ever really to get rid of 
capitalism. They had to create a political organization of a new 
and incomparably more devdoped type than anything the world 
had as yet seen. 

Lenin's second great contribution to Marxism was his study of 
the new, monopolist or imperialist phase into which capitalism 
had passed. Marx had died in 1883, a few years before capitalism 
entered upon a new phase. Engels lived on till 1896. He, there- 
fore, saw in his closing years the first stages of this new phase. 
He was aware that capitalism was undergoing modifications, and 
was profoundly interested by them. But he, too, died too soon 
for it to be possible for him to imdertake a full study of what 
was happening. One of Lenin’s essential contributions to Marxist 
thought was his study of this new and, as he named it, Im- 
perialist phase of capitalist devdopmeut. We attempted to give 
the essence of his conclusions in Chapters XX and XXI of this 
book. But Lenin’s approach to the subject was necessarily 
opposite to ours. Instead of discussing Socialism and Peace, as 
the existence of the Soviet Union enabled us to do, Lenin had 
to discuss Capitah'sm and War. Fm: these were the only actual 
^enomena ctf the thrai existing world. His conclusion was that 
the temporary revival of capitalism which took place from' 
about lS96 onwards had been achieved upon the basis of rapid I 
impexialist expansion alone. Moreover, imperialist expansion 
Vas intimatriy associated with an injportant modification in the 
internal structure of the economic »|it8teia. of every expanding 
empire, l^ee competition between rae producing units within 
each state -was gradually replaced by a system of partial (or 
somelilinesjligmpleije) monopolies, so that each impexiaUst state 
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tended to become a loosely, but effectively, consolidated firm, 
ready for competitive struggle with every other. Such a line of 
development, Lenin showed, must certainly produce war. Not 
only would the whole land surface of the earth be sooner or later 
partitioned out between the rival empires, but the existing 
partial division did not correspond to these empires’ needs for 
expansion. Intense disproportions had arisen. Economically 
weaker empires, like the French and the British, had been able, 
because of their priority of development, to take up the major 
exploitable areas of the globe. Economically stronger empires, 
such as the German, were being left with a share hopelessly 
inadequate to their needs. Such disproportions were ever grow- 
ing and inappensable. For, although the British and French 
empires were relatively large, they were, even so, inadequate to 
the needs of their capitalisms for expansion. 

The study of imperialism as a new, monopolistic, stage in the 
development of capitalism was Lenin’s great contribution to 
Marxist economic theory. But he made political deductions of 
the highest importance from this piece of economic analysis. If 
imperialism was a phenomenon of this nature; if imperialist 
expansion, far from providing a road by which capitalism could 
peacefully evolve into socialism, by giving ever greater and 
greater concessions to the workers (as aU the revisionists, open 
and tacit, declared it to be); if imperialism was bound, on the 
contrary, to produce the break up of world capitalism in a series 
of shattering wars — then the world was re-entering an epoch more 
stormy and revolutionary even than the epoch out of which 
Marxism had been born. Far from it being necessary to tone 
down, as the revisionists suggested, the revolutionary political 
conceptions of Marx and Engels, it was urgently necessary, if 
Marxism 'was to keep abreast of ever changing reality, to em- 
p^iasize and to develop precisdy this part of the science. 

This work Lenin accomplished both with his pen and 'witli bis 
sword. During the months betweem the Pebruaiy and the March 
revolutions in Russia, when he was carrying through 'What even 
his closest colleagues suppose4 to he a desperate, not to say 
foolhardy, revolutionary policy, he was at the same time working 
out the theoretical basis of such a policy. He had written the 
main part of his book, The State mi Jlevalulion, when he came 
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to the conclusion that the hour for the actual seizure of power 
by the Russian working class had come. Accordingly he broke 
off his writing. In December 1917, a month after Lenin had 
become the leading figure in the first stable workers’ government 
in the history of the world, the book was published. It con- 
tained the following postscript: 

“ This pamphlet was written in August and September 1917. 
I had already drawn up the plan for the next, the seventh 
chapter, on ‘ the Experience of the Russian Revolutions of 
1905 and 1917.’ But, outside of the title, I did not succeed in 
writing a single line of the chapter ; what ‘ interfered ’ was 
the political crisis — the eve of the October Revolution of 1917. 
Such ‘ interference ’ can only be welcomed. However, the 
second part of the pamphlet (devoted to the experience of the 
Russian Revolutions of 1906 and 1917) will probably have to 
be put off for a long time. It is more pleasant and useful to go 
through the ‘ experience of the revolution * than to write 
about it.” 

These sentences must ever remain the classical mcample of the 
application of the Marxist principle of the unity of theory and 
practice. 

We attempted in Chapters XVI and XVII to give the essence 
of the Marxist view of the State, as first formulated by Engels and 
then, it is hardly too mttch to say, rediscovered, or at any rate 
re-emphasized and reapplied, by Lenin, For it was upon Engels’ 
work that Lenin based the theoretical part of his demonstration 
of the necessity of establishing a workers’ dictatorship. 

Lenin’s fourth contribution to Marxism lay in the philosophical 
field. Here he met and defeated the determined attempt of many 
of Uie other Marxists of bis time to retreat from the real position 
of dialectical materialism, into a concealed idealism which could 
provide no philosophical basis for a revolutionary movement. 
It is dear that these four aspects of Lenin’s work are closely 
intecielated. Indeed, theit diffefentiation for purposes of expo- 
sitiou is artificiaL Taken together they amount to a complete 
workiQg over of Marxism so that it may live and guide in the 
present epodi. 
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Marxism, however, was not completed or perfected by Lenin. 
Such an all-embracing science never can be completed ; it 
must for ever live, grow and change. Already it has passed 
into a new, third, stage of development. Lenin died too soon 
after the consolidation of the political power of the Russian 
workers to be able to do conclusive work, either practically 
or theoretically upon the problem of how a socialist economic 
system might be built up. He did, it is true, in the very first 
months of Soviet power sketch out some ingenious transitional 
forms of economic organization. But before ever these could 
take shape they were swept away by the emergency of civil 
war. Lenin survived the conclusion of the civil war only long 
enough to evolve the compromise, transitional stage of the New 
Economic Policy (which was itself largely a return to his original 
economic programme as proposed before the civil war broke out). 

An analogous transitional economic system may well prove 
to be a necessary first stage after the conquest of political power 
by the workers in the capitalist states of the Western World. 
Hence the lessons which can be learnt from the Russian New 
Economic Policy will well repay the study of the communists 
and socialists of all other countries. But the establishment of 
the New Economic Policy was only the preliminary stage in 
the actual building up of a planned socialist economic system. 
As we saw (Chapter IV) the planning of the entire economic 
life of the Soviet Union did not become possible until 1928. 
It was in that year that the structure of the New Economic 
Policy was broken up and the first Five Y ears Plan was instituted. 
And by that time Lenin had been dead for four years. 

Hence, just as the application of Marxism to the specific 
problems of our Imperialist stage in the development of capital- 
ism, and the elaboration of the tactics and strategy necessary 
to the conquest of power by the working class, will always be 
associated with the name of Lenin, so the application of Marxism 
to the problems of the creation of the first socialist economic 
sy^em in the lustory of the world will always be associated 
"^th the name of Stalin. ^ 

^H«nG« the efqgre-inentioned batbailsm of caUing the science “Marjasm- 
Leniolsm-Stclinism ’M It is only ^th the addition of this nm body of theory 
and cscpeiiencc to the edence of eooi^ change that the positive approach at- 
tempted in thi^ first tiro parts of this hook Sts become praoideahle, It is only 
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Stalin’s contribution to Marxism began before the establish- 
ment of socialism in the Soviet Union, however. His first contri- 
bution was his detailed study of the National Question. IlimseK 
the member of an oppressed nation he was naturally deeply 
interested in relating the national struggles of such peoples as 
a whole to the international struggle of the working class. He 
fought strongly and successfully against the attempt of certain 
socialists to deny a value to these national struggles and to 
assert that a socialist community must necessarily be so highly 
centralized that it would be unable to give autonomy to national 
groups within it. He took a prominent part in drafting the first 
Soviet Constitution in which the national question was, it is 
not too much to say, solved. The way in which the Soviet 
Union has known how to reconcile the claims for cultural, 
educational and administrative autonomy made by the subject 
peoples of the Tsarist Empire, without sacrificing any of its 
essential strength and unity, has been one of its greatest 
triumphs. This work has been, above all, inspired by Stalin. 

Stalin’s second, and greatest, achievement was that he found 
the way forward for socialism in the difficult period of the 
temporary stabilization of capitalism betvreen 1928 and 1929. 
Lenin, Stalin, and all the other Russian leaders had hoped and 
expected that the achievement of power by the Russian workers 
would be followed by revolutions ovet much of Europe. Nor 
did these revolutions fail to occm*. In exactly a year from the 
Bolshevist revolution the German and Austrian peoples rose 
and ended botli the war and the Habsburg and Hohenzollern 
dynasties. If these levolutioirs had not taken place it would 
have been quite impossible for the workers to have maintained 
their power in the Soviet Union, But because the German and 
Austrian workers were led by men who at heart feared nothing 
so much as the abolition of capitalism, thdr revolutions were 

now that Miundsm lias been applied to the posltlye task of buOdinff up n socialist 
eoonomlo system that we eon desoiibe that appUcatlon: it u oiuy now that a 
Sgclallst economh} has come into beine ihat we can use the comparative 

ntethrtd tor the study of cConotnio problems. Hence the indulgeace of the ceadei 
of the &C8t two patU of tb» book is requested for a pioneer attempt to state the 
OouolusioQS of UiQ scimee of social cbanBe as a (for the moment) completed whole. 
Vpr ip desorilrins first the eqonomio and then dre political general plan of a social* 
jistsoifiAtyy we aUempted, in eSect. to bring togptlier the economic and ]()oUtical 
con^Dian^ Of ildiuw and BngeH their developmcmt by iLenin and their appUoa- 
tton by S(Ki{|iit tp the croatfob bf a tooitiUst society,/ 
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halted at the stage of the establishment of ordinary capitalist 
icpublics. German and Austrian capitalism were miraculously 
picserved. They were preserved by the only people who could 
possibly have preserved them in the Mdcle of the immediately 
post-war years in the defeated empires, namely, the workers’ 
own leaders. This halting of the German and Austrian revolu- 
lions gave time for their profit-making systems to be patched 
up. They survived into the brief period of capitalist revival in 
the nineteen-twenties. This event, itself made possible by the 
combined treachery and poltroonery of the German and Austrian 
Social Democratic leaders, put the Soviet Union in a very 
difficult situation. The rule of the capitalist had been over- 
throivn over one-sixth of the world’s surface. But that sixth 
was a relatively backward area. Was it possible for socialism 
to survive there if capitalism had been enabled to enter 
another definite, even if brief, period of expansion in Western 
Europe ? 


As so often, something which no one had exactly foreseen, 
had happened. As Lenin said, history is always more cunning 
tlian any of the prophets; it always has some surprise up its 
sleeve for us. On the one hand the working class rdgime in the 
Soviet Union, aided by the semi-revolutions of Western Europe, 
had beaten off its enemies and was securely established in power. 
Oa the other hand Western Europe was evidently going to 
remain in capitalist hands for some time. What was to be done ? 
What was the way forward for the international working class 
movement? Could the political power which the workers had 
won in the Soviet Union be used to build up the first socialist 
economic and social system which the world had evex seen, 


in spite of the fact that all the most advanced countries remained 
in capitalist hands ? Or must the workers either largdy abandon 
their power in the Soviet Union or jeopardise it by trying arti- 
fladaHy, and from the outside, to create revolutions in the rest 
of the world ? An important section of the Russian Communist 


party, le^ j^ Trotsky, who had become a leading member of 
the party took, the view that otdy these two latter 


courses were possible. They violently denied the possibility 
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of building up a system of socialist planned production for use 
in the Soviet Union in isolation. 

And. indeed that task vras sufficiently daunting. Only the most 
determined and courageous men could have set their hands 
to it. They had to build up, in a decade or so at the most, a 
socialist system which should surpass the capitalisms of Britain, 
America and Germany, with their century and more of develop- 
ment behind them. And they had as raw material the half- 
ruined industries and railways of a never well developed in- 
dustrial system, standing amidst a vast sea of pre-capitalist 
agriculture and handicraft. Moreover, the Russian workers, 
though of thrice-proven courage and energy, suffered in 
their technical capacities from the baclcwardness of the 
whole Tsarist epoch, while the peasants were illiterate and 
primitive. 

And yet, Stalin and his collaborators realized, socialism 
had to be built up in the Soviet Union if the gigantic opportu- 
nity afforded of the first firmly established worldng class rdgime 
was not to be thrown away. The proposals of Trotsky and his 
followers amounted, for aU their extremely revolutionary 
terminology, either to a surrender to anti-working class forces 
in the Soviet Union, or to a fore-doomed and profoundly un- 
Marxist sorUe upon the capitalist world, Stalin’s claim to rank 
as one of the decisive figures in history is that he has found the 
way to overcome the extraordinary difficulties which ten years 
ago stood in the way of establishing socialism in the Soviet 
Union. He had first to defeat the formidable opposition within 
his own party to making even the attempt “ to build socialism 
in one country," as the phrase ran, He had then to launch a 
gigantic programme to industrialize the country. And finally 
he had to find some way of bringing socialism to the vast 
Soviet countryside, 

Stalin began his work by launching the First Five Year Flan. 
The plan itself may be said to be his magnum opus as a Marxist, 
(The First Five Year Plan was a document of over 1,000 closely 
printed pages.) Its preparation was essentially a technical task. 
It was, howeverTa task which only convinced and courageous 
Marxists, conscious both of the inherent feasibility of a planned 
economic system and of its necessity, would have had the courage 
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to embark uponA Next came the problems of the proper distri- 
bution of income in such a system. We have already described 
how Stalin and his colleagues, applying and developing the 
definite, but brief, principles laid do-wn by Marx and Engels 
on this subject, have evolved a carefully designed system of the 
distribution of income in accordance with the quality and 
quantity of work done. 

But all this did not solve the vitally important question of how 
the vast field of Russian agriculture was to be brought into the 
ambit of a planned, socialist economic system. The problem was 
in essence one of how Russian agriculture could skip the capitalist 
stage of development altogether; of how it could leap from the 
stage of peasant commodity production, newly emerged from 
communal ownership, and showing only the earlier signs of the 
development of capitalist farming, into some form of socialist 
agriculture. Stalin solved this problem with the collective farm. 
This is another of his greatest contributions to Marxist theory 
and practice. It is a subject on which there was, so far as I am 
aware, no guidance to be found in Marx or Engels.® Yet it was 
an achievement at once essential to the survival and development 
of the Soviet Union and of vital importance to the rest of the 
world. 

Outside of Great Britain and the United States, agriculture 
is stUl predominantly peasant. The problem of whether such 
agriculture must go through the British and American stage of 
relatively large-scale capitalist farming for profit, or can pass 
straight into a form of socialist development, will confront every 
other working class when it takes power. Under Stalin's leader- 
ship the Russian workers have settled the question by showing 
that it is possible, although by no means easy, to develop 


^ Needless to say, Stalin, did not irrite the First Five Year Plan. Wc described 
in Chapter IV how these plans ate composed. But It was, above aU, Stalin who 
led the Husslan worhers in thelc onslaught upon the problem of b uUding a planned 
socialist eoonomio system. 

B BSxoept the prophetio sentence of Bngels which ve quoted on p. SB7. indeed, 
although Blaix often speote of free aseoclations of pmducers as being the 
agents which will eany on ptoduotibn under socdoUstal, and would undoubtedly 
have hailed coFectivtmtion as a vitally important discovery, the precedent for 
the fbrm of or^nisation adopted for socialist Bussian agiioulture is to be found 
h) the innameiablfi attempte to create Producera’ Co-operative Societies whloli 
have marked working dtass history. Stalin's great discovery is that in a socinlist 
environment snoh attempts succeed. 
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socialist agriculture directly out of peasant agriculture. Collectiv- 
ization was tlie biggest and hardest task which the Soviets 
have faced. It produced very serious risks and difficulties. Its 
accomplishment is by far the most important event which has 
occurred in the world since 1917. 

It must not be supposed that these practical achievements of 
the Soviets under the leadership of Stalin have been made by 
the simple method of empirical trial and error. Si aim’s policy 
has continually been guided by Marxist theory. It has been 
essentially dialectical. And StEilin, true to the tradition of 
every Marxist leader, has explained and defended his policy 
in a series of books, pamphlets, articles and speeches. These 
works of Stalin provide the theoretical basis of the present 
policy of the Soviet Union. In them, and in the resolutions of the 
Communist party of the Soviet Union, in the drafting of which 
Stalin has no doubt had a hand, are to be found the contempor- 
ary developments and applications of Marxism to the problems 
of the organization of a socialist economic system. Similarly, 
in the resolutions of the Communist International and in the 
speeches, pamphlets, and articles of its lading figures, may be 
found the application and development of Marxism to the 
problems of the contemporary struggle of the working class in 
the capitalist world. 


The history of the discoveries of Marx and Engels has been 
checkered. It is difficult to say whether the new science was more 
nearly killed by the neglect of the English or the attention of 
the Germans. The vital, living core of Marxism would hardly* 
have survived unless it had been grasped by Lenin and his 
immediate associates, and by them transmitted for further., 
and endless development by the working class of the world. 

It is interesting to enquire why it ivas that in Russia alone 
did Marxism, in the period immediately after the death of its 
fbnhders, find soil suitable for its devdopmenfc. The explanation 
is, Surely, that Russia duxmg the last years of the nineteenth 
century and the first twb decades of the twentieth century, 
wsa passh^ through timt early and difficult stage qf capitalist 
d^iv«3^0ptneht oeourred in Britain bfefore 1840 end in 
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Germany before 1870. It was the relatively primitive state 
of Russian capitalism, still struggling with difficulties which 
British, German and American capitalism had overcome, 
which made the Russia of 1890 to 1917 fertile soil for Marxism. 
It was, above all, the failure of tlie Russian capitalist class to 
get rid of the disgusting feudal regime of the Tsar, and establish 
a modern democratic idgime, which helped the Russian Marxists 
to avoid that emasculation of the science which occurred in 
Geimany. In Germany and Britain it was possible — indeed, 
to those who could not or would not see that Imperialism wac 
leading to war, it was easy — ^to believe that capitalism was 
developing by gradual, easy, democratic stages into socialism. 
No such illusions were possible in the Russia of the Tsars. The 
Tsarist police could be relied upon to remind anyone, who was 
inclined to forget the point, that to be a genuine Marxist was to 
be a revolutionary. 

To-day it is not, or it ought not to be, difficult to see that 
British, German, and, to some extent, American capitalism 
overcame those early difficulties amidst which Russian capitalism 
succumbed by means of imperialist expansion alone. The price of 
adopting the imperialist pseudo-solution for the inherently 
insoluble problems of capit^sm has been the subjection of the 
larger part of the human race to merciless, if largely invisible, 
exploitation; the partition of the whole world between the great 
empires, and, finally, ever renewed inter-imperialist war. The 
contemporary world of unemployment, exploitation, crisis and 
war, and no peaceful ascent to socialism, has been the result 
of a repudiation of the revolutionary essence of Marxism, and 
of acquiescence in imperialism, on the part of the leaders of the 
working class movements of the West. 

But at last Marx’s andEngels* basic work is being rediscovered 
in Western Europe and America. For now it is hardly possible 
to avoid realising that Marxism has proved to be an essentially 
correct account of the world in whiob we live, or of acknowledg- 
ing that the political action proposed by Marxists oilers the sole 
Way of preserving Western civilization. 
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, The Way to Socialism 

The first purpose of this book has been to describe the objective 
of the working class movement — ^to say exactly what socialism 
and communism are. Its second purpose has been to outline 
the theory and practice of the struggle for socialism as they 
have been evolved in the course of the development of the 
working class movement. There remains the vital question of 
what is the proper policy for the international working class 
movement to-day; the question of what is to be done now in 
order to achieve socialism in the five-sixths of the world which 
are still capitalist. 

It is evident that this book caimot attempt to prescribe to 
the international worldng class movement any particular 
policy which will ensure the defeat of capitalism and the coming 
of socialism. Political policies must vary widely both from time 
to time and from place to place. The struggle of the workers 
is world wide, many sided, complex. It is being fought out in 
London streets, in the mountains of Western Cliina, under the 
sun of Andalusia and amidst Chicago blizzards. Moreover, it is 
being fought out not only in every part of the world but also 
in every kind of social and economic environment. Very different 
methods of struggle, ranging from the organized strike action 
of one of the major British Trade Unions to the desperate 
armed struggle which is at the moment of writing (August 
1930) raging throughout Spain, reflect these varying social 
and economic circumstances. In India and China the workers’ 
struggle is indissolubly connected with a struggle for national 
self-consciousness and independence. In Britain it contends 
with tile oldest and greatest of imperialisms. In France (as in 
Britain) it fuses for a time with tiie struggle to preserve hard* 
won and historic liberties from the new capitalist tyranny. In 
Germany, Italy and the othar F^cist states it fights to keep 
alive the secret flame of workers’ revolt in the midst of tmor 
add torture greater than the world had hitherto hnagined. 

Xo one tactic of working class straggle can be applicable to 
the huge diversity of the world scene in the twentieth cfenttrfy. 
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The workers of every country, of colony and of empire, of demo- 
cratic republic and of Fascist tyranny, have to apply the general 
principles of the international movement to the various circum- 
stances of their own countries. But they can and do compare 
their experiences, analyse the causes of their victories and their 
defeats, learn from each other and so cut short the terribly 
costly process of trial and error. Moreover, the workers can 
everywhere (and for their very lives’ sake they must) use 
to the full that ten times tested body of knowledge which wc 
have called the science of social change. For nowhere and never 
have workers’ movements succeeded unless they have mastered 
and applied the scientific discoveries of Marx, Engels and Lenin. 
This is by far the most important lesson to be learnt from the 
history of the last century of working class struggle. It is a 
conclusion which emerges with especial force from a study 
of the history of the revived Briti^ working class movement 
which came into existence some fifty years ago. 


Before the liberating ideas of Marx and Engels had become 
effectively accessible to the British workers, British capitalism 
entered on its highest, imperialist, stage of development. Since 
Britain was the first in the fidd, the success of her imperialist 
adventures was very great. Concessions could, as we saw, be 
made to the skilled workers sufficient to divide, and so paralyse, 
the hitherto formidable struggle of the British workers. In the 
preceding half-century that struggle had failed principally 
because it had been unable to develop a sufficient comprehen- 
sion of the social process. Now that the nature of that process 
had been discovered the struggle itself seemed to have almost 
disappeared. 

In England for thirty years it was almost as if the discoveries 
of Marx and Engels had never been made. It is probably little 
exaggeration to say that no one in England between 1850 and 
1880 understood what Marx and Engels were doing.i After 1880 

^ lltete Js a paasoge in one of Marje’a letters wMch suggests that Brnest 3’ones 
the Chartist leader. In tiie tregie latter part of bis life achieved some compie- 
hention of Mandam. But it mustliave been limited. AgainfTVIUlain Mortis sbowed 
in many- ot his vnltliiin {such as the Dream nf John BaUh that ho was a scrloui 
and able student of Macdam. But Morris was not, and never claimed to be, .( 
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both a school of British Marxists and a revived movement of 
■worldng class straggle appeared. But the degree of real compre- 
hension "which these early British Marxists achieved was limited. 
Their appearance proved almost as much a barrier as a bridge 
to any general comprehension of Marxism, 

These earliest British readers of Marx and Engels formed a 
political party called the Social Democratic Federation. Partly 
because of the disastrous personal failings of its leader, Hynd- 
man, but principally because neither he nor any of his followers 
ever achieved an adequate comprehension of Marxism, the 
Social Democratic Federation never became more than a sect. 
It never succeeded in inspiring and moulding the reidved working 
class movement, which was, from 1889 onwards, coming into 
being nil around it. The failure of the British Social Democrats 
to master Marxism as a whole meant that they were never able 
to become more than a propagandist movement. But from the 
eighties of the last century onwards, they carried on a courageous 
and persistent, if not always very skilful, propaganda for Marx- 
ism in the British Labour movement. In the end, however, 
the Social Democratic Federation di'vided. A part broke ofl, 
and broke up, into several small revolutionary Marxist parties. 
Another part forgot its Marxism and became on extremely 
conservative section of the Labour party. But before this 
happened an Important work of Marxist education had been 
done amongst the British workers. The post-war development 
of Marxism in Britain would have been impossible unless this 
basis had been laid. 

In another aspect of thdr work these early British Marjtists 
failed completely; but this was by no means entirely their 
fault. They failed entirely to convert to Marxism a niunher of 
talented men and women of the middle class who, in the eighteen- 
eighties, were attracted to socialism and the working class 
cause. There now arose a conisiderable achod of English socialist 
tibinkers, oi^anised in the Fabian Society. They included serious 
and sincere sodal investigators such as Mr. and Mrs, Webb and 

poU^oal leader. Bence, though his contribatioti to British sooiaUsm is inmiortal 
oad invaluable, it eould only mahe its eSeol: in the long lun. Agcdn, very tevr 
pemlo in Enamd understood the practical political work which Morx end Kngels 
wen eoqsta^Iy doing, or attempting, in influencing the British Tirade Union 
bS it slowly moved towards politioal eonscaousneas. 
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dazzlingly gifted •writers such as Mr. Beruard Shaw. But they 
none of them attained to any comprehension of Marxism. It 
was not that they examined Marxism and concluded that it was 
erroneous. On ■the contrary, they passionately rejected Marxism 
while remaining in substantial ignorance of its real nature.^ 

This was the more remarkable in that Engels was living and 
actively working in London. Engels, however, put his linger 
on the true explanation of the extraordinary attitude of the 
Fabians to Marxism in the following passage : 

“ The Fabians,” he wrote, “ have enough understanding 
to see the inevitability of social revolution, but find it im- 
possible to en-trust the raw proletariat alone with this tremen- 
dous ■work, and therefore have a partiality for putting them- 
selves at the head. Fear of revolution is their fundamental 
principle. , . . With great industry they liave provided, among 
all so^ of rubbish, some good pieces of propaganda, in fact 
the best that ■the English have provided in ■this connection. 
But as s4on as they come on their specific tactic, to hush 
up the class struggle, it gets rotten. Hence also their fanatical 
hatred of Marx and all of us — ^because of the class struggle.”® 

Psychologists ■will have no difficulty in agreeing with Engels 
that it "was essentially their terror of revolution which paralysed 
the Fabians’ intellectual faculties when they heard of Marxism. 
It was well kno^wn that Marxism led to a revolutionary con- 
clusion. Hence, the Fabians unconsciously fdt, on no account 
must it be examined — precisely because if it were examined 
it might be found to be true. 

Thus British socialist thoughl^ from the moment of its rc- 
birth> was split up into Fabianism and the Marxism of the 
Social Democratic Federation. It was split, that is to say, into 
a primitive and narrow form of Marxism, whiqh was, in spite 
of the siheeriiy of many of its spokesmen, little more than a 

i The of the FabifUk Sooi^y tells us that its eseeatiol Bcrompllsbiaeut 

tmt it rescued the neffly ceboni Bidtiah Labour movement ftom Marxist 
hillUanees. This shows how oonslderable, in spite of everything, was the influedceJi 
at the Soeial Qemacratia Federatton at that thne. 

An tweeBimt aoeount of live evolution of the woiMng mq^K^ent and of 

he* found in Mr. Allen Hutt's afore- * 

idenKiwed work TMt JSUmi 
® In a letter to deaiUM? Idtb, ISBS. 
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caricature of the ideas of Marx and Engels, and the serious, able, 
but basically pre-seientific thinking of the Fabians. For Fabian 
thought, for all its apparent care and thoroughness, never 
went deep enough or saw widely enough to achieve an adequate 
comprehension of reality. It never grasped the essential fact 
that the capture of the power of the state by the working class, 
and its allies, is a pre-requisite for any substantial advance to- 
wards socialism. And this unscientific, Fabian, type of socialist 
thinking was adopted, in dilute solution, by the new leaders, 
guides, spokesmen and teachers of the revived working class 
movement. 

Tliis failm'e of the revived British working class movement 
to make use of the basic discoveries in sociological science which 
had been made by Marx and Engels during its thirty years’ 
sleep between 1850 and 1880 is a major historical tragedy. 
It is outside the scope of this book to attempt to give any 
account of the history of the British working class movement 
from its reawakening in the eighteen-eighties to the present day. 
But no one who makes any serious study of that history will 
be able to resist the conclusion that the British movement’s 
neglect of the science of social change has again and again 
brought it to disaster. 

But this neglect was itself a reflection of the economic and 
social conditions in which the British workers movement was 
developing. Their environment of apparently triumphant 
imperialism prevented any keen or deep realization of the nature 
of capitaUsm, or of their place in capitalist society, from taking 
hold of the minds of the British workers. Such a realization 
could only be born of the exp<aiences, trials and errors (especially 
the errors) of the more intense phase of the class struggle which 
was forced upon the British workers hy the turn of the economic 
tide which occurred (see p. 818 above) ©cactly in 1900. 

The leadership which the new movement threw up was in its 
turn a reflection of the partial character of the political awaken- 
ing of the British workers. Kie predominant leaders of the 
movement (who w®e, almost from its inception until 1981, Mr. 
MacBonald^ Mr. Snowden, Mr. Henderson, and Mr. Thomas) 
were practical politicians of considerable ability. But their 
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interest in any attempt to define either the goal towards which 
a working class movement should strive, or the means by which 
it should attempt to reach that goal, was very limited. They 
moved, not without skill and tact, on the British political 
stage, expressing those sentiments and pcrfonning those actions 
which, they sensed, were on the whole expected of them. They 
laiew intimately the type of pohLical consciousness of the 
growing mass of more or less organized British workers who 
supported them. They realized, and indeed emphasized, the fact 
that many even of those British workers who had come to feel 
that they needed a political party of their own were far from 
having freed themselves from aU their former prejudices. Nor did 
the labour leaders seek to take them further. Indeed they them- 
selves became, to a considerable degree, transmitting mechan- 
isms, by which the general point of view of capitalism could still , 
be pumped into the minds of those workers who had broken 
with the old political parties. 

It was inevitable that such leaders should, either consciously 
or unconsciously, collaborate more and more closely with the 
powerful forces of the ruling capitalist class. They had nothing 
to restrain them from such collaboration. For they were as 
devoid as their least awalcened supporters of any insight into 
the history, causes, or objects of the conflict which had called 
their movement and themselves into existence. They were 
content to swim upon the tide of events, neither knowing nor 
caring why or whither that tide was running, so long as it 
supported them. 

Inevitably the tide carried them into the haven of increasingly 
assiduous co-operation with the masters of Britain; so that year 
by year ^ey became more and more the mere agents amongst 
the working class of their real masters, the capitalists. Then 
they used the hold, which they themselves had done everything 
to perpetuate, of capitalist ideas over the minds of the workers, 
as theix excuse fox never leading their followers in any real 
struggle against capitalism. Such men, naturally, had no use 
whatever for t^he acaasce of social change. They felt that a belief 

the actual possibility of establishing a new economic system 
was a dangerous delUsian, For the first three decides of the 
existence of the revived British wdrking class movement a 
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leadership was maintained which was at least as intent upon 
keeping the movement from challenging any of the essential 
conditions of the existence of British capitalism, as of pressing 
the workers’ claims for tolerable conditions of life. 

But meanwhile the ever growing pressure which must in- 
evitably be exerted upon the workers of even the richest capital- 
ist empires, as soon as their capitalisms cease rapidly to expand, 
was driving the British workCTS, with or without their leaders’ 
consent, to create a more and more powerful, and more and more 
militant, movement. Solid, numerous aud wealthy Trade Union 
organizations were built up, aud considerable improvements 
in hours, wages and conditions of work wei-e obtained. More- 
over (as we saw in Chapter XXVI), the governing class was 
sufficiently alarmed itself to enact, through the agency of the 
Liberal Party, an elaborate system of social services. The 
British workers also succeeded in creating, in the shape of the 
Labour Representation Committee, which later became the 
Parliamentary Labour Party, the embryo of a working class 
political party. But the Labour Party, in its type of organization, 
its policy, its political philosophy and its leadership, was very fat 
from being the kind of parly which, as we have tried to show, 
it is necessary for a working class to create, if it is to succeed 
in abolishing capitalism and establishing socialism. 

During the immediate pre-war years the British workers 
became profoundly dissatisfied with the Parliamentary Labour 
Party. The prestige of its leaders fell to a very low point and, 
in spite of the rapid growth of the working class movement as 
as whole, the Parliamentary Party failed to grow. But this 
dissatisfaction did not result in any serious attempt to transform 
the Parliamentary Labour Party into the new kind of political 
organization which we defined in Chapter XVj into a highly 
organized party, capable of every kind of political activity. 
It resulted instead in a swing away from political activity 
iidtogether; in a awing towards the erroneous conception of 
achieving the abolition of capitalism along the lines advocated 
by the Syndie^stS: the lines of exclusively industrial and Trade 
Union activity. 

war both the British Labour movement as a 
whplit and the Parliamentary. l 4 ibour Party grew with quite 
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unprecedented rapidity. They grew so rapidly that the Labour 
Party began to form administrations, and the Trade Union 
movement began to be faced with the incompatibihty of the 
claims of its members and the necessities of a now declining 
capitalism. It was then that the full consequences of the fact 
that the British workers had not yet developed a movement 
wth an adequate understanding of the nature and necessities 
of their struggle against capitalism, began to make themselves 
felt. Such an understanding had to be developed by farther 
years of struggle, of set-backs, and of experience. Until that 
experience had been won the movement could still be influenced, 
deflected, and to a tragically large extent controlled, by men 
who had thought out none of the basic problems of a movement 
driven forward by aspirations incompatible with capitalism. 
For the failure of the post-war leaders of the British Labour 
movement, to understand the nature of the epoch in which they 
lived, lay at the root of the policy of co-operation with the ruling 
class for which these men fought with all their strength and 
slciU. Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Snowden, Mr. Thomas and Mr. 
Henderson were all profoundly convinced that British capitalist 
imperialism had many decades, if not centuries, of expanding 
development before it. Such a future would provide both the 
opportunity and the necessity of co-operation with the capital- 
ists by the working class movement. For if British imperialism 
had another whole epoch of triumphant expansion before it, 
then it was going to be too strong to be overthrown and strong 
enough to grant substantial concessions. This wholly erroneous 
view of the possible future of capitalism, based on sheer ignor- 
ance, quite as much as their more obvious personal weaknesses, 
such as their desire for office, wealth, the applause of the capital- 
ist world, and the simpler forms of personal success, induced 
the leaders of the British Labour Party to pursue a policy of 
aocopimodation to capitalism. And it eventually led three of 
tfidhf tttto the National Government. 

That this optimistio view of the future of Britisli capitalism 
wasmisttdsen, events were to show. In spite of its victory in 1918, 
British hnp^idism never re'entered a period of sustained 
espanrion sltor the war. Accordingly it was never able to malce 
the series of coneesirioJis upon which the labour leaders ha I 
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counted. On the contrary, the now far larger and more powerful 
working class political and industrial movement was brought 
up against the basic incompatibility of its demands with the 
necessities of British capitalism. A period of severe class struggles 
began. The results of these struggles were fluctuating. At one 
time (as in the immediate post-war crisis, or at the end of 1925) 
the strength of working class pressure, or a temporary improve- 
ment in the position of British capitalism, resulted in substantial 
concessions to the workers. At another, a relaxation of the 
workers’ pressure by their leaders, or a worsening of the economic 
situation of British capitalism, resulted (as in 1926) in the 
imposition, after tough struggles, of severe cuts. Bui the final 
balance of effect has indubitably been markedly unfavourable 
to the workers. The British Labour movement, still under its 
original leaders, suffered between 1920 and 1981, a series of 
severe defeats. Nor could any other result be expected. The 
movement was still dominated by the disastrously false view that 
it was living in a period of expanding, ascendant capitalism. 
It had not yet realized what disasters could be caused by leaders 
who did everything in their power to damp down and to stifle 
the struggle of their supporters against the consequences of an 
actually declining system. In a word there did not yet exist 
in the British Labour movement any adequate realization, on 
the one hand, of the necessity of abolishing capitalism, if any 
substantial benefits were to be secured, and, on the other, of the 
immensity of that task. Hence no adequate effort was made 
to forge a political instrument capable of doing the job. No 
lasting victory could be won until experience had altered all 
this. 


Throughout the whole history of the revived British working 
class movement another tendency has been slowly but surely 
making itself felt. From the ftmt, groups of the most militant 
and class conscious workers fdt the need of a transformation 
fof the aims, methods, and forms of organization of their move- 
ment. The frightful object lesson as to the real nature and 
COnaequqptdKs of capitalist impmdism provided by the war 
gove this, the revolutionary tendency within the British Labour 
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movement, a strong impetus. Moreover, the last phase of the war 
saw the outbreak of working class revolutions in half the countries 
of Europe, and the success of one of these revolutions. From the 
end of the war onwards an ever growing number of British 
workers came to realize that they were living in a new world 
of capitalist decline, in which not only the success of their 
movement, but its very survival, depended upon its revolution- 
izing itself. In 1920 these workers, who had hitherto been split up 
into numerous small socialist societies and groups, succeeded, 
in a large measure, in uniting their forces. The Communist 
Party of Great Britain was foimded and has ever since repre- 
sented this alternative policy within the British working class 
movement. 

In Britain such a transformation of the working class move- 
ment must, inevitably, be a long and difficult process. The whole 
tradition of British public life, which is itself m^ely a reflection 
of the uniquely favoured position of British imperialism, is 
profoundly inimical to that new kind of political thinking and 
acting which can alone achieve decisive social change. Hence 
it was a formidable task to create even the nudeus of those 
organizations, and means of propaganda and education, without 
which no working class can carry on a serious struggle against 
capitalism. That nudeus has been created, but only by means of 
a stubborn and persistent struggle against what to many seemed 
insuperable difficulties. 

Moreover, the practical political capacity of the few trained 
Marxists who existed in Britain could only be devdoped by 
actual political struggles ; it could only be developed by a process 
of trial and error. Not only had the whole anti-Marxist tradition 
of the main body of the British Labour movement to be over- 
come, but the fatally warped and stunted Marxism of the original 
British Marxist sects had to be transcended. For Marxism is 
a mantle which can crush as well as clothe. Marxists, for example, 
have sometimes hastily supposed that their (often partial) { 
knowledge of the science of social change is in itself enough 
to quality them for effective politied work. But this is not the , 
case. On the contrary, the experience of the British Labour 
movement demonstrates that although the absence of this 
knowledge can bring nothing hut disaster, this knowledge by 
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ibself is no substitute for patience, shrewdness, sensitiveness 
and general political ability. If a working class movement is to 
succeed in the vast, subtle, and complex task of effecting social 
change in an advanced capitalist democracy, it must create 
organizations whose leading members have both qualities; 
who have fused first-rate political abilities of the traditional 
sort with a mastery of the science of social change. 

In the face of these difficulties, and overcoming them one 
by one, the struggle of the most clear-sighted and courageous 
British workers to change the whole character of their move- 
ment has gone forward. They have striven to create a movement 
which would be enabled by its forms of organization, its methods, 
and its leadership, to pursue a policy of consistent and persistent 
challenge, instead of accommodation, to the need of British 
capitalist imperialism. 

The culminating disaster of the anti-Marxist, and in effect 
pro-capitalist, type of policy, organization and leadership of the 
British Labour movement was reached in 1981 when the second 
Labour Government collapsed, its three principal members 
deserted to head the succeeding capitalist administration, and 
the Parliamentary Labour Party was reduced to the size at 
which it had stood a quarter of a century before. The shock 
which these events administered to the whole movement was 
very great. There was a widespread realization that there must 
I have been something wrong with the policies, principles and 
methods which had produced this catastrophe. The movement 
has never since felt faith or confidence in its traditional political 
philosophy and practice. But there has been, as yet, no general 
realization of what is the alternative. The movement as a whole 
has not yet swung over to the only alternative to a policy of 
adaptation to the needs of a decaying capitalism, namely, a 
policy of conscious, persistent aad cumulative struggle against 
capitalism. The years between 1981 and 1986 have been a sort 
of interregnum. The political and industrial strength of the 
movement has been steadily accumulating again after its dissi- 
pation in 1920 and 1931. But in the decisive respect of finding a 
naFff pdliiy to replace the old, diacredited, but not discarded, 
poUoy of Ejicosomodation to capitalism, the movement, as a 
has majased time. 
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This indecisive, inconclusive condition of the movement has 
been reflected in the new leadership which succeeded to the 
posts left vacant by the three deserters, and by the death of 
Mr. Arthur Henderson. This new leadership has a provisional 
appearance. It diflers from the old, it is true, in certain respects. 
These differences have made many people in the ranks of the 
Labour Party hope that in a crisis analogous to that of 1931 
the new leadership would not take the same course as the old. 
Unfortunately, however, such speculations as to the “ sincerity ” 
or “ insincerity ” of particular leaders are not of much value, 
for we can never possess any substantial evidence upon which 
to base th^. Let us hope that this expectation is wdl foimdcd. 
,The present leaders of the Labour Party and Tiade Union 
movement are, however, just as ignorant of, and hostile to, 
ithe science of social change as were their predecessors. Hence 
it is difficult to see what could restrain them from following, 
in critical circumstances, the incomparably easier path of 
national solidarity. For unless men have understood the 
historical process as a whole, as Marx called it; unless they 
can see the whole picture of determinate capitalist decline to 
war and tyranny; unless they have become convinced of the 
impossibility of a new epoch of progress except upon the basis 
of a socialist economic system, they will have no reasons for 
resisting the enormous pressure “ to take the patriotic course,” 
which must always be exercised upon labour leaders in moments 
of crisis. Moreover, lacking any conviction that the possibilities 
of capitalism really are exhausted, and that the time of its 
abolition has come, such leaders always fear nothing so much 
as being g^ven the opportunity to abolish capitalism. They fear 
power, and conscioudy or unconsciously try to avoid it, instead 
of tryffig, as every convinced Marxist must do, to acquire power 
for the working class by the most resolute and energetic action. 
For, experience has shown, theoretically qualified leaders 
alone possess that basis of sdf-confldence which enables a man 
to be genuinriiy practical in those profound raises in which 
nothing less thflu the issue of class powra is in question. 

The world situation which conhonts the Briti^ working 
class movement is very different from that of tesn years ago. 
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We have now entered on an epoch of which the leading, domin- 
ating characteristic is an accentuated and extreme unevenness 
between the point of economic and political development 
reached by dilTerent parts of the world: an epoch in which great 
capitalist empires, in every stage of decay and desperation, or 
of relative revival and self-satisfaction, arc struggling with each 
other for the remaining pre-capitalist areas; and in which for 
the first time in history there exists a formidable socialist state. 
The application of the science of social change to this newest 
world situation, which is unlike anything ever experienced 
before, is to-day the vital task of the international working class 
movement. It will probably become clear that the essential 
' principles of working class policy in this world situation were 
established at the Seventh Congress of the Communist Inter- 
national in August 1985. 

That Congress was able to survey the whole world scene. 
In large parts of the capitalist world the old controversy as 
to whether the existing political machinery of democratic 
capitalism could be used by the workers for the purpose of the 
transition to socialism, could no longer give rise to division 
in the ranks of the workers’ movement. For that democratic 
machinery no longer existed. In other parts of the world, such 
as France and Spain, the efforts of the capitalists to abolish 
democracy and set up their unlimited and iU-disguised dictator- 
ship was, and is, so undeniable that the neeessity for the re- 
imion of the working class movement in sheer self-preservation 
had become so clear that it was being accomplished. Hence 
over a large part of the world a situation, in which for the first 
time the Marxist parties afiiliated to the Communist Interna- 
tional find themselves able to re-animate, to join in a working 
alliance, and ultimately to fuse, the other working class parties 
of their countries, has been brought about by the sheer pressure 
of dccumslances. 

This swirling stream of world events is now beginning to 
have its effect in Great Britain. In less than a year it has set up 
a remarkably strong current of opinion in favour of the accom- 
plishment of the unity of the British working class movement 
by the acsceptance of the British Communist Barty’s recent 
application fbr affiliation to the labour Parly. As the situation 
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develops, this current of opinion will flow more nnd more strongly. 
And it will extend itself to America. Events themselves will 
convince the workers of Britain and America that peace, 
liberty, and a relatively tolerable standard of life are becoming 
more and more incompatible with the existence of capitalism; 
that, consequently, the sole remaining alternatives arc to 
preserve and immensely improve those advantages by the 
abolition of capitalism, or to see them perish as they have 
perished in the greater part of conLinentnl Europe. 

For the difliculties of British and American capitalism must, in 
the long run, grow greater and greater. There may well be periods 
of relative recovery. But Britain and America cannot isolate 
themselves from the general and world-wide decline of the 
system. And as capitalism declines, it must attack those three 
elementary interests of the vast majority of the British and Ameri- 
can people, namely, peace, democratic liberty and a relatively 
highi- standard of life. This new necessity of capitalism gives 
the working class movements of Britain and America the 
opportunity to unite. For those who know that the defence 
of these simple, vital interests cannot be finally successful 
unless it results in the abolition of capitalism can unite whole- 
heartedly in the practical work of defending them Avith those 
who believe that the present regime of democratic capitalism 
can be permanently preserved. For this latter illusion must 
necessarily be shattered by the development of events. 


This, then, is the essential task of those who intend to work 
for the establishment of socialism in Britain and America. 
Our duty is to join iu the work of raising the activity* mili- 
tancy and political consciousness of the British and American 
working class movements to an entirely new level. As and when 
this task is accomplished everything else will follow. Until it is 
accomplished, no permanent success can be achieved. All our 
problmns of policy, organization and leadership will become 
soluble as and when thie workers themselves, in sulflcient 

t It may seem iaciediblq that the standard of life of the SriUsh workers, which 
we desenbed from official dacuments in Chapter XXVI {and the American 
rtsndaid is now no highei), is lelatively high. Bat so attcnunalile ate the condi- 
tiouB of life of the peoples of the oilier ca;^taUbt states that tliis is the case. 

Fs 
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numbers, and ■with sufficient claritj', embark upon a policy of 
serious and persistent struggle against every aspect of capitalism. 

In Britain to-day (1936) new forces assure us that it -n'iH be 
increasingly impossible to prevent the British workers from 
realizing the nature of the task which faces tliem. A totally 
unprecedented number of young workers, of students in the 
universities, and, for that matter, of men and women of every 
age, and from every class, are making a serious study of the 
science of social change. And at the same time the organized 
Trade Union movement, and the Labour Party, are again press- 
ing forward the eternal demand of workers under capitalism — 
the demand for life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness — ^that 
demand which British capitalism has never met, and never can 
meet. What is above all necessary is that this renewed, spontan- 
eous and inevitable movement of resistance to capitahsm 
should be infused -vrith a more scientific, and, for that very 
reason, far more militant, political consciousness than has ever 
been the case before. 

It would be foolish to pretend that we can exactly foresee 
the pai'ticular methods by which this transformation of the 
British working class movement, so that it may become genu- 
inely capable of estabUshing socialism in Britain, can be accom- 
plished. We can, however, forsee the broad lines upon which 
we must work. Both common sense and tlie reverberating 
experience of all Europe inform us that nothing effective can 
,be done until the working class forces regain their unity. So 
i long as the leaders of the Labour Party and Trade Union 
movement exclude the Communist Party, and all organizations 
. connected witli it, from full participation in every side of working 
class activity no decisive advance can be made. In the first place 
the Communist Party, although still small in num^^ers, to-day 
contains, or groups round it, the majority of those devoted, 
tireless, impassioned men and women who always form the 
living heart of every working class movement. So long as they 
are excluded the movement as a whole exists rather than lives. 
Sucih a divided movement is necessarily preoccupied with its 
dispute. Its leaders are predominantly engaged in 
fightihg* not the capitalists, hut those who could be the greatest 
s^ength of the movepaent. Moreover, the Communist Party 
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is the embodiment of that new conception of working class 
politics which we have stx'iven to explain in these pages. The 
Communist Party is the only organized body of persons who 
possess a knowledge of the science of social change. So long as it 
is excluded from full participation in the life of the movement, 
the British worker’s, as a class, remain in the pre-scientifie, 
more or less unconscious, stage of their political devdopmont. 
The necessarily small group of persons who have fought their 
way through to a conciousness of the whole historical movement 
are cut off from the vast body of the working class, which can 
alone actually move. The re-union of the working class with its 
most active and advanced members is the pre-requisite of every- 
thing else. 

Upon this basis of working class unity, experience demon- 
strates, it is possible to build a wide and powerful movement 
of all those whose interests are to-day menaced (whether they 
teaUze it or not) by capitalist imperialism. Eor capitalist imperial- 
ism is to-day unable to avoid war, the drastic curtailment of 
liberty and democracy, and a cumulative deterioration in the 
standard of life of the whole non-capitalist population. This 
triple attack (which capitalism cannot prevent itself from 
maldng) upon tlie vital interests of at least 90 per cent of the 
population inevitably drives millions of men and women, for 
the first time, into the struggle against capitalism. But they 
do not know, and cannot be quickly taught, that, in working 
to preserve such simple necessities as peace, liberty and their 
Uvdihoods, they are fighting capitalism. The necessity for such 
formations as those of the People’s Front movements arises 
from these facts. The second specific task in Britain is the crea- 
tion of such a movement. (It may, however, be that the achieve- 
ment of workers’ unity and the creation of a People’s Front will 
in, Britain be simidtaneous events.) 

The creation of movements such as these, whether they are 
called, as in Europe, People’s Fronts, or as in America, Farmer- 
Labour Parties, by means of which the whole non-capitalist 
population is able to gather round the nucleus of a united 
working class movement, is the need of the hour. By their 
creation alone can the Western democraoies be saved from 
fascism and war. But such movements cannot in themsdve^ 
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coiTy through the gigantic task of talcing the means of production 
from the capitalist class and building up a socialist system of 
production. For they contain large contingents from parties 
and groups which have not yet realized the necessity of this 
decisive social transformation. There remains, therefore, an im- 
perative need fox a single, united highly organized, highly pohti- 
caUy conscious worlcing class party of the specific type defined 
in these pages. The continuous development of such a party 
remains the most necessary of all tasks. For capitalism wiU never 
be abolished so long as the workers only possess a party of the 
older type; so long as their party is essentially a loose associ- 
ation, the primary function of which is to secure the return of 
pai'ticular candidates at parliamentary and municipal elections. 

A working class i^arty which means business must be a much 
more closely knit, more active and many-functioned association. 
It must he capable of leading and inspiring every aspect of the 
working class struggle against capitalism, of which parliamentary 
elections are only one particular, though often very important, 
phase. Such a party must be actively engaged in the inspiration 
and guidance of the Trade Union struggle, in the development, 
upon genuinely working class lines, of the co-operative movement, 
and, last but not least, in the political education of the whole 
working class. Stalin has summed up the function of such an 
organization by saying that such political parties must perform 
for the working class the function which a general staff performs 
for an ai'my. The phrase is iUummating in that it suggests 
at once that a working class which persists in possessing too or 
more general staffs, which may issue contradictory orders in 
the face of the enemy, is not likely to enjoy much success. 

In a word, the ultimate object of everyone who, in earnest, 
desires to work for the abolition of capitalism must be to promote 
the creation of one unified working class party of the new type. 
This objective is not in any degree conhadictory to the other 
tvPo. It is but a higher development of an alliance between the 
working class parties, or, as is proposed in Britain, the affiliation 
of the smaller ones within the federal structure of a Labour 
Party. (Indeed negotiations for the fusion of the French Socialist 
and Communist Parties are taking place while this chapter is 
being -written. And before it was finally passed for the press 
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the fusion of all the Marxist parties of Catalonia, in the fires 
of the Spanish Civil War, was announced.) 

The creation of a single, closely united, and highly organized 
working class pai’ty marks a high stage in the development 
of a working class movement. Neither the British nor (still less) 
the American movements have reached this stage. Eor the 
creation of such a party to become possible, the whole of the 
working class movement must have become convinced of the 
necessity of unflinching struggle against capitalism as the only 
way to victory and, for that matter, to self-preservation. Such 
a conviction involves the acceptance and comprehension of that 
whole new political philosophy, programme and form of organiz- 
ation which we have contrasted vdth the existing character 
of the Western working class movements; it involves a thorough- 
going transformation of these movements. 

These, then, so far as they can be discerned to-day, are the 
next steps to the establishment of socialism in Britain and 
America. The ending of the present fatal divisions in the ranks of 
the working class; the attraction to a solid, united, working 
class movement of all the democratic forces of the country; 
and finally the evolution of a single, unified working class party 
of the new type, — ^these are the three great tasks which we can 
see immediately before us. We shall make no attempt at any 
discussion of the complex political problems involved in their 
accomplishment, both because that is not the function of this 
book and also because only the general direction which the 
working class movement must take for the next stage of advance 
to socialism can be foreseen. Indeed, a hundred new and un- 
expected events may, and probably -will, modify even the line 
of development suggested here. S^l these objectives, namely, 
working class unity, working class leadersliip for all the ]>ro- 
gressive forces of the community, and the development of a 
single unified worlcing class party of the new type, are almost 
certainly three pre-requisites for the achievement of socialism 
in Britain and Amerioa.i 

Even when these objectives have been reached, the walls of 

1 In America the first task Is, of course, the drawing iato polities of the working 
class — the creation on the on!i^ possible basis, namely of that of mass Trades 
Upioniffli, of the simplest form of working ctesa polHlooI party. (But see below.) 
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British and American capitalism will not fall as at a trumpet 
blast. The process of social change in Britain and America is, on 
the contrary, certain to be long and arduous. Nor docs a know- 
ledge of the science of social change enable us to foretell the exact 
character of the process; to foretell to what extent it may be 
violent, or at what point in it our existing, capitalist, political 
institutions will have to be remodelled. The British andAmerican 
working class movements will strive with all their might to 
minimize the degree of violence which will accompany the 
abolition of capitalism. But they will not do so at the cost 
of choosing the incomparably greater violence which is certain 
to accompany the continued existence of British and American 
capitalist imperialism; nor will they suffer from the peculiar 
illusion that the violence of the process of social change can be 
minimized by informing the capitalist class that it has only 
to resort to force in order to assure its own victory. 


I cannot, naturally, discuss the task before the emergent Ameri- 
can working class movement with even that degree of fullness 
attempted in the case of the British movement. A British Marxist 
may perhaps be permitted to say that its prospects seem to him 
to compare most favourably with those of the British movement. 
Just because the American working class movement is still in its 
embryonic, formative period; just because it has not yet crystal- 
lized into a Labour party; just because the trade unions are 
only now emerging as the essential, indispensable agents of the 
daily struggle of the American workers for tolerable conditions 
of life, — ^American Marxists have an incomparable opportunity 
to avoid the half-century of errors, divisions, tragedies, and 
betrayals which in Britain have marked the painful growth of a 
modern working class movement. The American working class 
movement is in a stage of development strikingly analogous 
to that reached by the British movmnent in the eighteen-eighties, 
Within the American trades unions a battle is being fought out 
between the non-political, pro-capitalist craft unionism of the 
^Ded workers, and the inevitably political, and potentially 
abid'Capitalist, industrial unionism of the main mass of the work- 
tag' class, At the time of writing (1936) the craft unions stfll 
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hold Llieir dominance. The 1{)35 Convention of the A.F. of L. 
rejected the programme of industrial unionism and reasserted 
the power of the leadership of the “ old unionism,” as it was 
called in Britain.^ (The 1889 Congress of the British Trade 
Union movcmeiiL held at Dundee had exactly the same result.) 
It seems ceitain. however, that in the near future the ” New 
Unionism ” of the relatively unskilled American workers, 
organiKcd on an industrial basis, will become dominant, (In 
Britain tins happened at the Liverpool Congress of the Trade 
Union movement in 1800.) 

Again, it seems certain that, just as in Britain the dominanee 
of the industrial unions led, in about ten years, to the formation 
of a working class political party, so, and probably a good deal 
more quickly, the placing of the American trades union move- 
ment on a mass, industrial basis will create a Farmer-Labour 
parly based on the Farmer’s organizations and the Trades 
Unions. Such a party, it is to be hoped, will have a broad and 
federal structure. Thus all working class bodies and organizations 
svill have the opportunity of affiliation to it; in a word, it may 
perform for America the function which the Labour Party was 
created to perform in Britain. Such a broad and necessarily 
loosely organized type of party cannot of course be any substi- 
tute for tliat single, highly organized, fully politically conscious 
party of the working class which is everywhere indispensable 
to the -sdetory of the workers and the achievement of socialism. 
Such a distinctive working class party should take (and in the 
case of the Communist party of the United States is taking) an 
active part in the creation of the broader, coalition type of 
organization, and should grow to maturity as a part of the w idcr 
body. In this lies the American opportunity to break away 
from the British precedent. American Marxists will not coumiit 
the horrible errors of the Social Democratic Federation. The 
American Communist party has always demanded the creation 
of a Farmer-Labour party. And since 1985 it has made this 
demand a leading feature of its propaganda. This, as we have 

1 Just before tliis book was passed for the press, news was received of the c't- 
polsion by the A.F. of L. of olf those unions intending to operate upon an indus- 
trial basis. This monstious decision Will no doubt complicate, and may perlmps 
oven delay, the evolution of the Aiqorican ](,abou¥ movemcH*' h ^annol pre- 
vent (t. 
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seen, is precisely what the British llarxists of the last century 
disastrously refused to do. lienee there seems to be a good 
prospect of the appearance of an American working class move- 
ment of which the Marxists will be from the outset an integral 
part. And if (but only if) American Marxists and communists 
prove themselves the most practical, most far seeing, most 
courageous, and most ellicient members of the American work- 
ing class movement, they will gain the right to lend it. 

It is no easy task to steer exactly the right course between 
a sterile sectarianism and the gradual emasculation of the 
essential principles of the science of social change. Yet this 
is what Marxists must learn to do. The adoption by the Seventh 
Congress of the Communist International of a policy of attempt- 
ing by every possible means to bring about the unity of the work- 
ing-class movements of the world redoubles the need of American 
and British Marxists for an unremitting study of the basic 
principles of their science. Just in so far as their practice becomes 
more flexible, more sensitive, more realistic, so their need for 
an unshakable mastery of seientifle theory becomes more im- 
perative. Indeed, the exiguous nature of the theoretical equip- 
ment of many British and American Marxists was itself one 
of the principal reasons why they were at one time somewhat 
inflexible. For only those who are sure that they will not break 
can dare to bend. It is only as and when British and American 
Marxists raise their qualifications as political scientists to a high 
level that they begin to succeed in their enormous, complex 
and prolonged task. 


The science of social change, by revealing the determinate 
curve of capitalist development, on a world scale and over 
the centuries, gives us an assurance that in the end socialism 
will be established throughout the globe. For the only alterna- 
tive to socialism now before the human race is a decline into a 
new epoch of barbarism, involving the physical destruction 
of by far the larger part of the population of such advanced, 
h%hly integrated, capitalist civilizations as thosfe of Britain 
add America. And the British and American people will not 
allow of their own immolation without evei’-gr owing, and in. 
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the end successful, resistance. Thus it is true that the stars in 
their courses fight for socialism. But we cannot rely upon the 
stars. It may be that if, confident in oiir own predictions of 
inevitabihty, we did nothing, new generations would arise to 
accomplish our neglected work. In the long run, it may be, 
no negligence could prevent the coming of socialism. But, as a 
liberal savant has truly remarked, the one thing certain about 
the long run is that in the long tun we shall all be dciul. Ilcnec 
the starry inevitability of the coming of a socialist civilization 
is no possible reason for inaction on onr part. For only by tin; 
most determined action shall wc achieve socialism in time to 
save our lives. 

An important object of this book has been to show that a 
knowledge of the science of social change is indispensable to 
those who wish to work for the aboUtion of capitalism and the 
establishment of socialism. But these pages have striven to 
recognize the essential paradox at the heart of things; to acknow- 
ledge the dialectical converse of every proposition under dis- 
cussion. Thus, for the accomplishment of social change, know- 
ledge is indispensable, but not enough. It is by the courageous, 
persistent action of those who know, that the world can be re- 
made. By wisdom and courage, by patience and audacity, or 
not at all, we shall conquer. 
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“ If people could only read . . .! ’’ — Kakl Mabx 

The neglect on the part of the British working class inor cnieiit 
of the discoveries of Marx and Engels enabled the British 
governing class almost perfectly to suppress the very kncAvlcdge 
of their existence. 

This was one of the most remarkable intellectual boycol Ls in 
the history of human thought. For example, for fifty years 
after their discovery no ray of comprehension of even the simpler 
Marxist conceptions ever penetrated a British uni'vcrsity. 
During a period when Marxist controversy was shaking the whole 
intellectual life of Germany and Austria; when the chief task 
of many continental economists, such as Werner Sonihart, 
was so to dilute Marxism as to reconcile it with capitalist 
economic thinking; when, on the other hand, the foremost 
capitalist economist in the world, Bdhm-Bawerk, undeitook 
as an urgent task the refutation of the third volume of Capital 
as soon as it appeared; when in the European socialist move- 
ment what were, in fact, the anti-Marxist, pro-capitalist forces 
did not dare openly to reject Marxism, but had to fight to 
“ revise *’ it, — the British universities remained, in this matter 
at any rate, as sunk in thoughtless meditation as they had been 
in the days of Edward Gibbon. Nor, although the world resounds 
with the deeds and the ideas of Marxists, has that reverie been 
seriously interrupted even now. During the last few years a few 
brochures on Marxism, patronising or polemical according to 
their authors’ mood, have appeared from the pens of British 
professors of economics or philosophy, brochures which have 
demonstrated, mei’ely, their authors* profound conviction that 
it was unnecessary to acquaint themselves with the elcracnlii 
of the subject under discussion.^ 

Such indifference to the dominating intdloctual controversy 
of our epoch'^has something almost heroic about it. It is as if the 
official representatives of British capitalist culttuc, feeling their 
world to crumble about them, had determined to remain true 

1 See, for example, Frofessoi Idndsay’a Merisi Cajntol or Professor Josepli's 
JZarl Manifs Themy of Vahu, 
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to one unchanging precept — come what may we will not think. 
But even such diehards in the cause of ignorance have not been 
able to prevent, in the last five years, the infiltration of Marxism 
into one part of the British universities. The older professors^ 
can afford to ignore the one body of knowledge which gives some 
recognizable account and explanation of the world as it has 
become beyond the boundaries of coui't or qaadranglc. But the 
students cannot, for they must soon go out into that world. 
Heuee a considerable number of the students in British universi- 
ties arc now demanding an instruction in Marxism which their 
professors and lecturers cannot, with the best will in the world, 
lirovidc. (However, the students often find their own way to 
a discovery of what Marxism is about.) 


The history of Marxist thought in America has been some- 
what different. In the latter decades of the last century there 
was a considerable volume of Marxist thinking in America. But 
it was not American Marxist thinking. It was essentially the 
thinking of German immigrants who had brought their Marxism 
with them. Chicago, because it was the centre of German- 
Americanism, became the centre of this thinldng. To this day 
several of the basic works of Marxism (including the second and 
third volumes of Capital) are available in English in editions 
published in Chicago alone. Moreover, it was in Chicago that 
eight German-American Marxists were murdered by due pro- 
cess of Cook county law for the crime (and it is stiU a crime in 
many parts of America) of agitating for better conditions for 
the working class. And these eight defendants in the great 
Haymarket trial wci*e, as we may know from their superb 
speeches from the dock, not only men of unflinching courage 
unto death, but also instructed Marxists. 

With tlie coming of the golden age of Ameiican capitalism 
hr the early decades of the twentieth century this species of 
exotic, acclimatized Marxism faded away, Maixist thinking 
reappeared hr the war and post-war crises in America, and was 
kppt alive by a devoted but small band of men and women 

> SufiUi of the yoiingcE ptofessois and Icctuteie at British universities show 
a very dilterent attitude to Mandsmi and may soon aequaint themselves with 
its pnnetplcs. • , 
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during ihc nineteen- twenties. With 1029 , however, a sudden and 
startling wave of Marxist thinking, speaking, and writing struck 
the American intellectual world. With a speed and force im- 
possible anywhere else, Marxism has swept through thinking 
America. It has already struck roots that can never be pulled up. 

Thus in both English-speaking countries the boycott of 
Marxism has been broken. It is no longer possible for the spokes- 
?ncn of capitalism to ignore Marxism. They arc compelled (o 
light it. And for them, that is the beginning of the end. The 
approach to Marxism is still a relatively unfrefiuented path, 
however. Hence a few directing posts, set up by someone who, 
like myself, has had to force his w^ay through many a thicket 
of prejudice and preconception, may possibly serve a useful 
purpose. 

Marx once remarked that the value of commodities was like 
Mistress Qiuckly, “ of whom Falstaff said ‘ a man knows not 
where to have her.’ ” Much the same problem confronts the 
student of the science of social change. His difficulty is where 
to begin. 

Ti’ue, the principles of the science arc embodied in the works 
of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, plus the various statements, 
resolutions, and programmes of the Communist International. 
But neither Marx, Engels, Lenin, nor Stalin ever undei’Look a 
formal, textbook, presentation of the science. This omission was 
deliberate. For not only were they themselves working out Lhe 
basic principles of the science of social change, but this science 
was not, they always maintained, of such a kind as to make 
possible any form of textbook presentation. To attempt any 
such thing would be to ossify, and so misrepresent, their whole 
point of view. The way to present the science, they considered, 
was by its continual application to, and exemplification by, the 
political and economic problems which confronted the working 
class. 

The nearest thing to a popular introduction to the science 
was given us by Lliat supreme master of lucid exposition, 
Friedrich Engels. For his sustained polcmie against Diihring 
almost amounts to this. But the -Anii-DiilmtiS begins with fifty 
odd pages of abstruse and abstract philosophioal controversy. 
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Hence it will hardly serve, especially for British and American 
readers, as a general introduction to the subject.^ Serviceable 
introductions to Marxism do not, then, exist. It is necessary 
for the student lo tackle at once the individual works of Marx 
and Engels, each of which deals with a particular aspect of the 
science. 

Where, then, should one start ? It is not, I think, possible to 
answer this question in the same way for every reader, A man’s 
initial point of contact with Marxism must depend on his experi- 
ence of life, his education and his interests. Thus, an under- 
graduate of a university will certainly be drawn to one point 
of contact with Marxism, while an experienced Trade Unionist 
working at the bench will be dravm to another. The former wall 
probably go to the historical aspects of the science, the latter to 
Marx’s basic elucidation of the economics of tlie capitalist pro- 
cess of production. 

We must make suggestions for both types of readers. For the 
middle-class reader, then, if he or she has a working knowledge 
of European history in the nineteenth century, I make this 
recommendation — begin mth the historical pamphlets. In par- 
ticular, the following four pamphlets by Marx are brilliantly 
written, exciting and illuminating. They form one of the very 
best introductions to Marxism. 

The Class Struggle in France (1848-60). (Lawrence & Wishart. 

1981. Ss. 6d.) 

Engels began an introduction to a new edition of this pam- 
phlet, published in tlie nineties, with these words: “This 
newly republished work was Marx’s fust attempt, with the aid 
of Ms materialist conception, to explain a section of contem- 
porary history from the given economic situation.” This pam- 
phlet is the first scientific analysis of a revolution. It tells the 
story of the French revolution of 1848 in the one way that can 
make the succession of events comprehensible. Moreover, the 
pamphlet is witty, vigorous, dashing, hrflUant, Marxism here 
goes into action with all its colours flying. 

The afore-mentioned introduction by Engels is a document of 

There erirte a shorter version of this hook, under the title of SoebtUam, Vlopian 
mii Ss<raW/ie,whl(jh is In tn^^wwaya a good point of departure. (Seep. 490 helow.) 
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great importance. In the first place, it shows admirably how the 
working class struggle must be adapted, within certain strict 
limits, to the conditions of time and place: it shows how Marx 
and Engels were fully aware of the necessity of periods of con- 
bolidaiion and political and industrial organization. More, it 
shows that Engels hoped passionately that the transit of society 
from a capitalist to a socialist basis would be effected in the 
most peaceful manner that was possible. In the second place, 
it shows, not so much in itself as in its history, how the little 
men who took charge of the German working class movement 
at the end of the last century transformed this precept of Engels 
into the rejection of aU methods of struggle other than the 
ballot-box. For the meaning of this introduction was deliberately 
distorted when it was published by them in the nineties by the 
omission of all those sentences in which Engels was careful to 
point out that, much as the workers would like to take power 
by peaceful means, there was no recorded example of the capi- 
talist class allowing itself to be superseded without resorting to 
unrestrained violence in an effort to maintain or restore its 
position. 

Hence with this work the reader is plunged, not only into the 
Marxist interpretation of events, but also into the intei’preta- 
tion of Marxism, He is enabled to sec the lengths to which men 
have been willing to go to take the revolutionary sting out of 
the science of social change. 

The 18th Brum air e of Louis Napoleon,, (Allen & Unwin. 1026. 

2s. 6d.) 

This IS an account of the coup d'etat by which Napoleon III 
made himself dictator of France in 1851. It gives a close analysis 
of the interplay of class forces which enabled him to do so. It 
overlaps with The Class Sttuggle in France, but takes the story 
forward another two years. It is especially striking to-day be- 
cause it was the first Marxist analysis of a movement which, 
while it was not Fascist in the modem sense of that wptd, was 
analogous to Fascism in that it was a temporarily successful 
attempt of the goVernmg class to suppress a workers' revolution 
by a combination of ruthless violence and reckless social dema- 
gogy and deceit. 



464 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL APPENDIX 


The Civil TFar in France, by Rlarx. (La^iSTence & Wishart. 
l5. and 25. 6d.) 

Here Marx takes up Frciieli history again at the moment of 
its next great crisis. He gives a devasi ating account of the rule 
of the reaction in France between 1852 and 1870, under the 
crowned dictator Napoleon III. Then with burning passion 
(he was writing within two days of the fall of the Commune) 
he describes the revolt of the working class of Paris and the 
establishment of the Commune, after the debdcle of the Empire 
in the Franco-Prussian war. Marx’s essential conclusion is that 
here for the first time in history a modern working class held 
power, although only for a few weeks. Hence it was for the first 
time possible to make the deduction that the workers cannot 
simply take over the existing capitalist state apparatus : that they 
must abolish that apparatus and create a new one of their own. 

The Commimist Manifesto, by Marx and Engels. (Lawrence 
& Wishart. 8d. and 6d.) 

This first summary of Marxism was discussed above (Chapter 
XXXI). But the Communist Manifesto is also a great historical 
pamphlet; together with the other three it gives the reader a 
picture of Marx’s and Engels' outlook on the events of their 
youth and early manhood. 

After reading the historical pamplilets one must tackle the 
main works in which the basic principles of the science were 
originally announced. Here is a list of the most important of 
them, under the three heads of economic, philosophical, and 
political works. 


ECONOMIC WOHKS BY JIABX AND ENGELS^ 

The Poverty of Philosophy, by Marx. (Lawrence & Wishart. 2s. 6d.) 

A reply to the French socialist, Proudhon, who had written 
a book called The Philosophy of Poverty. It is important in the 
sense that Marx here for the first time begins the exposition of 
distinctive economic views. But the polemical approach is con- 
fusing, although lively. On the whole a book to come back to 
I These ate not complete lists — ^but they arc perhaps enongh to go on with 
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when the main body of Marx’s economic thinking has been 
mastei’cd. 

A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, by Marx. 
(Kerr. Cs, Lawrence & Wishart have an edition in prepara- 
tion.) 

This is a sort of first draft of the early chapters of Capital", 
hence many people may feci inclined not to worry with it to 
begin with. But, especially for those who have been taught 
capitalist economics, this book is very valuable. For, as its title 
states, it is a criticism of existing, capitalist, economic science. 
Hence the reader is able to sec how Marx approached economic 
problems, and to realize how cai’efuUy he mastered the whole 
existing body of economic knowledge before surpassing it. 
Moreover, it has two other important things in it. First, it con- 
tains a more detailed treatment of money than does Vol. 1 of 
Capital, which those specially interested in money should not 
neglect. Marx’s essential discoveries on money are contained, 
however, in Vol. Ill of Capital, Part V. No student of money 
should omit the study of this great and neglected analysis. 
Second, the Critique of PoJiticol Economy has as a preface the 
best-known definition of the Materialist Conception of History. 
But personally I have always found the passage obscure and 
unhelpful. I much prefer Engels’ account in Ludwig Feuerbach 
and in the Marx-Engels Correspondence, (See Chapter XXVIII 
of this book.) 

Wage, Labour and Capital, by Marx. (Lawrence & Wishart. 4d.) 
Value, Price and Profit, by Marx. (Allen & Unwin. 1^.) 

These two pamphlets are the best introduction to Marxism 
for workers. They should read them first. For they explain with 
extreme directness and simplicity just how the capitalist system 
works to the advantage of the capitalist and to the disadvantage 
of the W'orker. 

Capital, by Marx, Vol. I. (Kerr. 10s. Gd. Dents, Everyman 
edition, in two volumes. 4s.) Vols. II and III. (Kerr. 10s, Gd, 
a volume.) 

It is no use pretending that to tackle Capited is not a big job. 
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But it is always worth mastering one of the two or three books 
which have changed the history of the world. The main diflfi- 
culty in Capital is the first hrmdred pages of Vol. I, which are 
really obscure. Readers are sometimes recommended to start at 
the end with the historical chapter on primary accumulation. 
But I am not sure that to do so docs not create more difficulties 
than it avoids. Perhaps the best way is to begin at the begin- 
ning, but not to let oneself be held up by obscurities. During 
a first reading of Capital one should push resolutely on, like an 
invading army which leaves behind untaken such enemy strong- 
points as do not fall at the first attack, confident that it can 
turn Toimd and deal with them at leisure when the whole 
country has been occupied. 

The obscurity of Part I of Capital has been, however, an 
historical disaster. It must have deterred many thousands of 
potential readers. Nor is aU of this obscurity due to the inherent 
difficulty of the subject matter. It is interesting to notice that 
Engels attributed it to Marx’s iU-health at the time he was 
UTiting. The unfortimate Marx was suffering from carbuncles, 
the result, no doubt, of the grinding poverty in which he and 
his whole family were plunged. Engels was reading the proofs 
of Capital in Manchester and writes to Marx on June 16th, 1 867, 
that the early chapters bear “ rather strong marks of the car- 
buncles, but that cannot be altered now. ... At most, the points 
here established dialectically might be demonstrated historically 
at rather greater length, the test to be made from history, so to 
speak. ... In the abstract developments you have committed 
the great mistake of not maldng the sequence of thought clear 
by a larger number of small sections and separate headit^s. . . . 
It is a great pity that it should be just the important second 
sheet which suffers from the carbuncle imprint.” In reply Marx 
says, “ ... at any rate I hope the bomgeoisie will remember’ 
my carbuncles afi the rest of their lives.” But unfortunately it 
has not been the bourgeoisie, but us, his sweating, toiling readers, 
who have had cause to remember those carbuncles I 
As to Vols. II and III, the only needful recommendation is 
the simple one to read them-^not to suppose that Vol, I com- 
pletes the work. Vol. HI in particular is essential to an under- 
standing of Marx's stjcuctore of economic thought. Engels, in 
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a letter to Adler, written to the latter on his imprisonment 
{Marx-Engels Correspondence, p. 582), writes: “As you want 
to have a grind in prison at Capital, Volumes IT and III, I will 
give you a few hints to make it easier,” and proceeds to give 
detailed recommendations which one may or may not find 
useful. 

Theories of Surplus Value. 

This is the fourth volume of Capital, published, hkc Vols. TI 
and III, posthumously, but edited by Kautsky instead of 
Engels. Marx described it as “ the history of political economy 
from the middle of the seventeenth century.” I have not read 
it, and it has never been ti'anslated into English. But I am 
informed by Mr. Maurice Dobb that it is of the highest interest 
to anyone who really cares for economics. 


POLITICAL AND HISTORICAL WORKS BY MARX AND ENGELS 

The Origin of the Family, Pnvate Ptopeily and the State, by 
Engels. (Kerr. 2s. 6d. Lawrence & Wishart have an edition 
in preparation.) 

This is one of the most important, and least read, of aU the 
Marxist classics. Indeed, it would not be at all a bad book to 
start on. It lays doivn the basic political conceptions of the 
science. No one who has not read it can properly understand 
the central political idea of Marxism, viz. the conception of the 
state. 

The Conditions of the Working Class in England, by Engels. 
(Allen & Unwin. 5s.) 

Engels’ first work. It remains the only thorough and millinch- 
ing account of the conditions of the life of the British workei-s 
before the gi’cat surge forward of British capitalism from 1850 
onwards. It is also the first work to show clearly why the work- 
ing class must be the cliief agent of social change. (Although 
Engels, in a preface which he wrote to a new edition at the end 
of his life, considered that it did not show the working-claSs 
character of socialism and comraunism with sufficient clarity.) 
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The Uousing Question, by Engels. (Lawrence & Wisharb. 2s, Gd.) 

An explanation of why the housing shortage is never abolished 
under capitalism. 

The Peasant War in Germany, by Engels. (Allen & Umvin. 4j. 6d.) 
Engels’ chief historical work. 

Critique of the Gotha Programme, by Marx. (Lawrence & Wishart. 
3«. Gd. and 25.) 

This is an extremely important work, though it is very brief. 
It contains the essential passages in which Marx clearly indicated 
how he thought socialist distribution would be, and should be, 
arranged. (See Chapter IX of this book.) Besides this, it deals 
with several other vitally important aspects of the strategy, 
tactics, aims, and principles of a working class movement. Con- 
temporary British and American readers must on no account 
allow themselves to be confused by the fact that it was written 
as a criticism of a now-forgotten programme of the German 
Social Democrats. 

Then there are many more historical pamphlets, besides the 
four which I have suggested as an introduction to the whole 
science. Of these the most considerable is: 

Germany: Revolution and Counter Revolution, by Engels. 
(Lawrence & Wishart. 2s. 6d.) 

Note. — eBooks published by Kerr should be obtainable at all 
booksellers and are obtainable at all left wing boolcshops, such as 
the Workers’ Bookshop, 16 King Street, London, W.C.2, and 
the People’s Bookshops now established in most towns. 

PHILOSOPHIC WORKS BY MARX AND ENGELS 

.id Critique of the Hegelian Philosophy of Ri^ki,^ by Marx. 

The Holy Family, by Marx and Engels. 

German Ideology,^ by Marx and Engels. 

I put these three together because they are all early philo- 
sophical works and none of them are available in English. We 
may hope to have them soon, however. Some extremely impor- 
tant passages from them are now available in Dialectics, by 

1 Exti&cte available in Mara; on SieJemishQueSlion, (Lnvxencc iSslViBhait.29. Od.) 

from thin vrortc are contomed in A Handbook ^ Mara)u;n». (GoUanoz.) 
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T. A. Jaclcson (Lawrence & Wishart. 10^. 6d.), (This is itself an 
invaluable work of exposition.) In these three early works of Ma rx 
and Engels can be traced the genesis of the Marxist outlook on 
the world. 

Ludwig Feuerbach, by Engels. (Lawrence & Wishart. 2s. 6d.) 

This superb monograph contains the best elucidations of the 
materialist conception of history. Moreover, it contains as an 
appendix Marx’s famous “ Theses on Feuerbach,” of which 
Engels writes : “ Tliesc are notes hurriedly scribbled down for 
later elaboration, absolutely not intended for publication, but 
they arc invaluable as the first document in which is deposited 
the brilliant germ of the new world outlook.” 

Dialectics of Nature, by Engels. (Lawrence & Wishart have an 
edition in preparation.) 

Not yet available in English and unknown to me. Said to be 
Engels’ most important discussion of the application of dialectical 
materialism to science. 


GENEKAL WORKS 

lien' Eugm Duhrmg's Revolution in Science, by Engels, 
(Lawrence & Wishart. 5s.) 

This is the nearest thing to a general, popular introduction 
to the science of social change which either of its founders ever 
undertook. And, if the reader can get over the extremely subtle 
and obscure philosophizing with which it begins, and also the 
rather knock-about controversy with Diihring (see p. 2H of this 
book) which runs right through it, he should begin with it. In 
any event, no student of Marxism can possibly neglect it. On 
a dozen particular points it contains the best statement of the 
Marxist view which has ever been made. 

Socialism, Utopian and Sdenlijic, by Engels. (Allen & Unwin, 
8s. 6d. and 25. dd.) 

This is the afore-mentioned abbreviated version of the Anti- 
Dithring. The more abstract philosophical parts are left out, and 
an exceedingly witty preface by Engels is added. This is a third 
admirable way into Marxism. (The four historical pamphlets, and 
the two economic pamphlets, being the other two.) 
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Marx-Engels Correspondence. A Selection with Commentary and 
Notes. (Lawrence & Wishart. 5s.) 

This selection from the innumerable letters which Marx and 
Engels wrote to each other (with a good many letters to third 
parties added) is one of the major, fundamental works of 
Marxism. Marx and Engels kept up a running commentary, both 
on current public events and on their theoretical work, which 
will always remain one of the greatest correspondences that 
have ever been published. Almost all the letters make brilliant 
and delightful reading. As, of course, they Lake a good deal for 
granted, one should not, I think, begin on them. But at some 
point every student will certainly want to read them. 

These, then, are the main works of Marx and Engels in which, 
taken as a whole, the basic principles of the science of social 
change are laid down. Now we come to the development of these 
principles in order to keep them abreast of developing reality, 
a development predominantly undertaken by Lenin. 

The three essential works of Lenin are Imperialism^ The State 
and Bevolution, and What is To Be Done ? 

WORKS BY LENIN 

Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, by Lenin. 

(Lawrence & Wishart. Is. Qd.) 

It is by no means easy reading. The fii'st half contains many 
facts and figures on the tendency to monopoly of pre-war Ger- 
man capitalism and the inevitable connection of imperialist 
expansion and industrial development. Far more striking facts 
and figui'os could be now produced from the history of post- 
war capitalism; hence the reader is apt to become impatient. 
Gradually, however, the theme of the book emerges, and the 
reader is convinced of the real economic causes of war. No one 
who has not mastered this book can understand the world in 
which he lives. 

The State and Beoolution, by L^in. (Lawence «& Wishart. 1^.) 

This is the application to contemporary reality of the basic 
political prindples contained in Engels’ Origin of the Family, 
Frivaie Properly and. tl^ State. It b the ceiytral refutation of the 
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view of the non-Marxist and pseudo-Marxist spokesmen in tlie 
working class movement that it is possible to go from capitalism 
to socialism in the economic sphere without a corresponding 
transformation in the political sphere, without, to be precise, 
ending the rule of the capitalists and establishing the rule of 
the workers. Moreover, it shows that the workers cannot simply 
take over the existing apparatus of government as used by the 
capitalists. They inevitably have to abolish this apparatus and 
create a new one of their own. 

Whed is To Be Done P by Lenin. (Lawrence & Wisluirt. 2s.) 

The supreme importance of this book is that it contains 
Lenin’s project for a working class party in the new, twentieth- 
century sense of that term, which we have tried to define in 
these pages. The problems of the working class movement are 
not exactly the same as they were when Lenin wrote nearly 
forty years ago. For the workers do now possess in almost every 
coimtry the essential core of a worldng class party of the new 
type. Hence the need is now for the workers to develop their 
parties ; while, at the time Lenin wrote, it was only possible to 
project the creation of such parties. Historically the book is of 
profound interest in that it contains Lenin’s original (and never 
abandoned) plan of how to overtlirow the Tsarist regime. It 
shows that Lenin thought out exactly what he wanted to do, 
how he was going to do it, and then did it. 

Malerialism and Empirio-Critieism. (Lawrence & Wishart. 

10s. Qd.) 

This is Lenin’s main philosophical work. Downright blunt, 
effective, its immediate aim was to prevent, as it succeeded in 
doing, Russian Marxists, discouraged after the suppression of 
the revolution of 1905, from putting all their emphasis on the 
dialectical method, derived from idealist philosophy, and forget- 
ting about the materialist basis of dialectical materialism. Its 
main significance, however, is not Russian but world-wide. It 
was a heavy blow at that whole tendency towards the revision, 
in the sense of tlie emasculation, of Marxism which, as we 
noticed in Chapter XXXIII, swept over Europe in the pre-war 
period. As this tendency, especially hi the field of philoso 
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ever recurrent, it is a book of high and permanen t importance. 
But it is no use tackling it until one has got a good grasp of 
the philosophical questions at issue. 

The Teachings of Karl Marx. (Workers’ Bookshop. 2d.) 

Lenin wrote this essay for an encyclopaedia. It contains a short 
life of Marx, a summary of his teachings and a bibliography. 
This is the classical summary of Marxism as a science. It is, 
however, extremely compressed, and I very much doubt if much 
can be got out of reading it before reading Marx’s and Engels’ 
own works. (In any case, I know that I could make nothing of 
it in these circumstances.) But after the original works have been 
read, Lenin’s summary becomes invaluable in that it throws 
every essential point into high relief. 

Two pamphlets, both written after Lenin had become head of 
the Soviet Government, are also of the highest importance. 

The Proletarian Revolution and Kautshy the Renegade. (Lawrence 
& Wishart. l5. Qd.) 

This is Lenin’s reply to an attack on the Soviet Government’s 
alleged suppression of democracy. This attack was made in the 
years immediately following the Russian Revolution by the 
leaders of the socialist parties in Western Europe. Kautsky, the 
leading German Social Democratic thinker, had published a 
pamphlet called The Dictatorship of the Proletariat. Lenin’s reply 
should be read in conjunction with his State and Revolution, to 
which it is in a sense a sequel. It is extremely interesting to read 
these two pronouncements of the leader of the first successful 
workers’ revolution, the one written immediately before, and 
the other soon after, power had been won. The argument of the 
pamphlet is, essentially, that revolutionary experience had con- 
firmed Marx’s and Engels’ view that, so long as classes exist, one 
class will be on the top of the other, dictating to it, and that 
consequently it is idle to talk of an abstract democracy in which 
capitalists atid workers share alike. 

Left-Wing Communism: An Infantile Disorder. (Lawrence & 
Wishart. Is.) 

This pamphlet in a sense completes Lenin’s hfe-work in devel- 
oping Marxism and applying it to the tweirtieth-century world. 
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Having fouglit out the struggle with the various breeds of 
revisionist and anti-revolutionary Marxists, he had at the end 
of his life to turn round and combat the opposite tendency. lie 
had to try to prevent those men and women who had remained 
true to the working class cause, during the years of betrayal, from 
cutting themselves off from the main working class movements 
of their respective countries by a sectarian, unselective, ill- 
considered attitude of “ ultra-leftism.” For such an attitude, 
however natural and inevitable it might be as a reaction from 
the collapse of the official leaders of the working class move- 
ments before the prospect of a struggle for power, was evidently 
disastrous. 

These books and pamphlets are but a very small part of Lenin’s 
writings. The bulk of the rest consists of innumerable occasional 
articles .and speeches. To read through these comments of Lenin’s 
on the events of his time; to mark his unfailin g power to react 
powerfully and accurately to almost literally everything that 
happened in Europe, horn a one-day strike in a Russian textile 
mill, to the outbreak of the world war, — ^is to receive the maxi- 
mum degree of political education which one can receive from 
rending books. Messrs. Lawrence & Wishart have now published 
a Selected Works in twelve volumes (six volumes only issued as 
yet) as w'ell as their large Collected Works in thirty volumes of 
which only eight volumes arc as yet available. 

STALIN 

Leninism. (Vol. I. Allen & Unwin. 12a. 6d. Vol. II. Allen & 
Umvin. IOj. Qd, Modem Books. 5s.) 

This is Stalin’s most important and considered pronounce- 
ment on political theory. Stalin is intent to show that Lenin 
did not merely rediscover and reapply Marxism to the problems 
of the twcntietli century, but made “ a further develoi>ment of 
Marxism.” Moreover, this further development is applicable to 
the whole twentieth-century world and not merely to Russia. 

The book also contains a description of the new type of 
political party which the working class must create if it is to 
conquer power. Such a party, Stalin writes, must be much more 
than the loosely knit electoral machine which the socialist 
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parlies of Western Europe had become. It must be, in Stalin’s 
phrase, “ the general staff of the working class.” 

Marxism and the National and Colonial Question, by Stalin, 
(Lawrence & Wishart. 2s. 6d,) 

This is Stalin’s main pronouncement on a subject which he 
had made especially his own, namely the relationship of the 
spontaneous struggle of peoples oppressed by one or another of 
the great empires (as his own Georgian people had been op- 
pressed by the Tsarist Empire) and the struggle of the working 
class against the capitalist class. 

The October Bevolution. (Lawrence & Wishart. 2s. 6d.) 

This work is to-day of especial interest in view of the recent 
(1980) trial of the remaining adherents of Trotsky in the Soviet 
Union, 

2'he International Situation, August 1927. (The Communist 
International, October 1927.) 

The most interesting section of this speech is Stalin’s discus- 
sion of communist tactics in China. (This section is printed in 
A Handbook of Marxism', see below.) 

Stedin Reports on the Soviet Union- (Lawrence & Wishart. 2d.) 

This important statement covers two fields. First, it sums up 
the communist estimation of the world-wide crisis of capitalism, 
and of the intensification of that general crisis which had been 
occasioned by the extreme, cyclical, economic crisis from which 
the capitalist world was in 1934 just emerging. Second, it sums 
up tire progress made by the Soviet Union in the First Five 
Year Plan. 

Address to the Graduates from the Bed Army Academy. (Available 
in book form in A Handbook of Marxism.) Delivered May 
14th, 1933, 

This is the first of a remarkable series of speeches which Stalin 
delivered during the year 1985. They mark the conquest of the 
early difficulties and dangers which had marked the establish- 
ment of a planned system of production for use in the Soviet 
Dxdon, They usher in a stage of extremely rapid eoonopaio 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL APPENDIX 


475 


devclopmrni, and a shifting of stress frona quantity of produc- 
tion to quality of production. Stalin emphasizes that it is now 
possible and necessary to pay greater attention to the quality 
of the life which men lead in a socialist society. Stalin delivered 
two further speeches of great interest during ] 985, namely that 
delivered to the Stakhanovites (quoted in Chapter XI) and that 
delivered to the Women Collective Farmers. 


It remains to draw the reader’s attention to A Handbook o 
Marocism, edited by Emile Burns. (Victor Gollancz. 5s.) This 
book consists of wcll-chosen extracts from most of the works 
listed above. Nobody must suppose that a reading of these 
extracts is a substitute for reading the works themselves. Still, 
as few people can afford to possess all the Marxist classics them- 
selves, and so must depend on obtaining them from libraries, 
etc., the Handbook is a most useful possession for reference, 
consultation, and rc-reading. 

This Bibliography is confined to the works of Marx, Engels, 
Lenin, and Stalin. For it is quite impossible to enter the enor- 
mous field of working class and socialist literature which now 
exists in English. One may, perhaps, make an exception in 
favour of Mehring’s classical and beautiful biography of Marx, 
for this book is essential to an understanding of how and when 
the Marxist classics were written. It is Karl Marx\ A Biography. 
(John Lane. 1986. 15s.) 
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Purchasing power. See Income and 
Money 

QuANTiTV-nnALiTY law, 898 el seq. 
Queenwood, communist colony, 200 
Quota(s), 79, 71 

“ Race ” theories, 102n. 

Rainborow, Col., LeveUer movement, 
970 

Raw materials, 88 et seq., 40-1 
Rearmament, reason for, 248-0; in 
America, 231 

“ Red Impcrialibrn," illusion of, 253 
Reform Bill, 1882, 335 
Reformation, the, 411 
Reformation in England, materialist 
conception of, 830-60 
Refomiista, fallacy of, 307-8 
Religion, soeiiilism and, 211-26 
Renaissance, the, 411 
Rent, paid for use of means of produc- 
tion, 75; “ suiplus value," 76n. 
Republics, 130 
Revolution, American, 411 
Revolution, French, 411 
Revolutions, contemporary with Rus- 
sian, 430 

Ricardo, David, 288, 347, 869 
Rickets, incidence of, 828 
Robbins, Prof. Lionel, on “ rational 
plan,” 64 

Rockefeller, John Davison (Senr.), pro- 
duct of capitalist naliuM selection, 
118 

Roman Empire, pants et circenses, 316 
Roosevelt, Pres. Franklin, 168, 844 
Rostov-on-Don, 223 
Rothermcre, Lord, 20.8 
Rothstein, Theodore, 816, 845, 847, 340 
Roumania, relations with Soviet, 258 
Rowett Institute, 824 
Russia, revolution of 1605, rise of 
Soviets, 148; and Marxism, 424 el 
seq.i Lenin and ithe Revolution, 
427-8 

SadiiIsu's Committee, and child 
labour, 900-10 
Sailors, votes i)f, 145 
St. George’s Hill, Surrey, Digger move- 
ment, 280 et seq. 

St. Petersburg, Bloody Sunday, 301 
Snlat-Simon, communist colonics, 284 
et seq., 402 

Salisbury, Lord, Pashoda Incident, 
204 cl seq, 

Sanders, Henrj', Digger movement, 
2S0 



486 


INDEX 


Saving, effect of, 80n. 

Scai'city, deflnition of, 02; natui'c of 
in Soviet, 02-3 
Scotliuid, the clan, 180 
SeuuTity (fiom want), desire for 
dominant in Britain and America, 
25 

Senior, W. N., on “ wage of absitin- 
enoe,” 89 

Sex, significance in evolution of the 
State, 180 ei set], 

Shakcapeare, William, on “ lack of 
advancement,” 128 

Shaw, George Beinard, on equality 
of income, 9^0, 107 ; on marriage in 
capitalist society, i02n. ; Fabian 
theories, 800, 439 
Shelter, problem of. See Houses 
Sinclair, Upton, proposals for American 
unemployed, (lOn., 289 
Sinkiang, 2SSn. 

Six Acta, 290 

Skill, as factor in determining wages, 
74, 103 et aeq.} payment for under 
capitalism, 119 
Slavery, 120, 178-0, 188, 192 
Smith, Adam, 809 

Snowden, Philip (Vlaoount Snowdon), 
410 et aeq. 
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